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Current Topics. 
The New Emergency Regulations. 

IN THE View of the Government the necessity for the “ State 
of Siege’ continues, and accordingly Tuesday’s (Gazette contains 
a further Proclamation of the existence of a state of emergency 
under the Emergency Powers Act, 1920. That Act provides 
that no proclamation under it shall be in force for more than one 
month, without prejudice to the issue of another Proclamation 
at or before the end of that period. The former Proclamation 
was dated 3lst March ; the new one, 30th April. Since Parlia- 
ment is sitting it has been possible to communicate the Proclama- 
tion to Parliament at once, and this was done to the House of 
Commons on Moifday. It has been thought necessary also to 
re-issue the Emergency Regulations, and these also are contained 
in Tuesday's Gazette. They appear to repeat the former 
regulations, and in particular they contain Regulation 30 as 
to interference with contracts, which we have already printed 
(ante, p. 446). But in Regulation 28 the offence of harbouring 
persons committing offences has been struck out, and 
Regulation 29, which gave power to enter premises, has 
gone, and is replaced by a power for the Home Secretary 
to give us another hour of summer time. But with monthly 
regulations it would be very inconvenient for this power to be 
exercised unless the regulations are expected to be renewed 
for several months. The new regulations were debated in the 
House of Commons on Wednesday. Mr. Epwarp JENKs, ina 
letter to The Times of 5th April, has pointed out that the Act 
does not provide for the case of Parliament having been 
dissolved when the Government desire to issue a Proclamation 
of Emergency, and in such a case it might be some weeks before 
it could be communicated to Parliament, and meanwhile the 
Executive could give the country a sample of really “ efficient 
administration.” 

The Law of Property Bill and the Protection of 
Purchasers. 


WE REFERRED last week to clause 3 of the Law of Property 
Bill, and raised the question whether this does in fact give to 
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purchasers from the legal owner clear and simple protection 
against equitable interests ; for it is only protection of this nature 
which will establish for the new conveyancing a distinct 
superiority over registration. We gave, we believe, a fair state- 
ment of the effect of clause 3, and we were careful to point out 
that it may prove easier in actual operation than its somewhat 
involved provisions seem to promise. We have had experience 
of involved and difficult drafting in the Emergency Legislation, 
but that is only temporary. Permanent legislation should, 
if practicable, be free from this defect. We find, however, that 
our statement of clause 3 is not complete without a reference to 
clause 53 (2) under which an absolute owner, subject to equitable 
interests which would be capable of being overridden if they were 
contained in a settlement, can execute a deed which will have the 
effect of making the land settled land, and conferring on himself 
the powers of a tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts. This, 
taken in connection with clause 3 (3), will no doubt enable the 
legal owner to make a title free from equities in any ordinary 
case. The whole scheme, we admit, is one of great ingenuity, 
and it may be surmised that, in the hands of competent practi- 
tioners, it will enable abstracts and conveyances alike to be 
shortened, and the business of transfer greatly simplified. But it 
furnishes an instrument for the skilled conveyancer, and is, in 
no sense, as the Lord Chancellor says, the layman’s charter. 
We do not know that it is any part of our business to desire that 
it should be such; and, in fact, the transfer of land, except in 
the simplest cases, will always require skilled advice and 
assistance. But the new system will be seriously handicapped 
if it cannot from the beginning compare well in simplicity with 
the work of the Land Register. 


The Treaties and Private Property. 


THe Treaty of Versailles with Germany violated a well- 
settled principle of international law when it allowed the property 
of enemy subjects in this country to be taken to satisfy payments 
due under the Treaty, and in this respect a very learned article 
by Mr. F. E. Farrer in the Law Quarterly Review for April on 
“ Forfeiture of Enemy Pre-War Property” will be found 
interesting. The provision in question is contained in Art. 297 (6) 
which reserves to the Allied and Associated Powers the right 
“to retain and liquidate all property, rights, and interests 
belonging at the date of the coming into force of the present Treaty 
to German nationals within their territories.” Effect was 
given to this by Clause | (xvi) of the Treaty of Peace Order, 1919 
(64 Sol. J., p. 36) under which the property of German nationals in 
this country when the Treaty came into force were charged with 
the payments therein referred to; but it is provided that any 
particular property so charged may, if the Crown thinks fit, be 
released from the charge so created. Similar provision is made 
by the Austrian Treaty and by the Hungarian Treaty. The 
latter has not yet been ratified, but this, it is presumed, will be 
done as soon as the Treaty of Peace (Hungary) Bill, which has 
passed the House of Commons, becomes law. In an answer 
given in that House on 15th November last it was stated that 
it was the practice to release furniture, personal effects, and 
implements of trade up to £500 in cases where the yearly income 
was not over £1,000, and to release property up to £1,000 in 
necessitous cases. In answer to a further question on 29th April 
it has been stated that the Government propose to enforce the 
charge except in the cases mentioned in the previous answer. 
Apart from the breach of the principle of law hitherto recognized 
which this policy involves, it inflicts, as many of our readers 
who have to advise ex-enemy subjects know, very considerable 
inconvenience and hardship. 


Confiscation of Property and Change of Nationality. 


MOREOVER, OWING to the transfers of territory which take place 
under the Treaties, the operation of the charge has in many 
cases no relation to the enemy character of the persons affected. 
The Treaties provide that enemy nationals in territories trans- 
ferred to an Allied or Associated Power shall ipso facto acquire 


May 7, 1921 


the new nationality. The German Treaty requires them to be 
‘habitually resident” in the transferred territory ; the other 
Treaties do not. And by Art. 297 (6) of the German Treaty— 
and there is similar provision in the other Treaties—persons 
who thus acquire by transfer of territory an Allied or Associated 
nationality are excluded from the forfeiture clause. Seeing that 
the transfer of territory may have nothing to do with the real 
enemy or friendly character of individuals, it will be realized that 
the operation of these provisions is often purely accidental. 
But the hardships caused by the forfeiture of private property 
is only a small part of the calamities due to the faults of the 
Treaties. In theory the persons deprived of their property are 
supposed to have a remedy against their own Government, but 
this is no more than a fiction to salve the consciences of the 
Treaty-makers. 


| Rent Restriction’and Rating. 


THE DECISION of the Divisional Court (DarLiIna, Avory and 
Satter, JJ.) in Roberts v. Poplar Assessment Committee (Times, 
5th inst.) settles an important question as to the effect of rent 
restriction on the assessment of rateable value. The rateable 
value under the Parochial Assessments Act, 1836, s. 1, is the rent 
at which the premises might reasonably be expected to let from 
year to year, free of rates and taxes, and deducting the average 
annual cost of repairs, insurance, and other expenses. The 
definition in the Valuation (Metropolis) Act, 1869, s. 4, is to the 
same effect, but worded somewhat differently. Under eachAct there 
has to be ascertained what the hypothetical yearly tenant would 
pay. The present case related to licensed premises in the 
Metropolis. The actual rent reserved by a lease made in 1909 
and expiring in 1930, under which they were held, was £40, and 
on 3rd August, 1914, the rateable value as fixed at the quin- 
quennial valuation of 1910, was £48. The lessors were brewers 
and the lease contained the usual tie for malt liquors. But, 
as was held in Glossop v. Ashley (reported elsewhere) the 
existence of such a tie does not affect the “‘ standard rent.” 
The present occupier was the assignee of the lease, and paid 
£1,800 for it in November, 1919. According to ordinary methods 
of valuation, this shewed a great increase in the annual value 
of the premises, and the Assessment Committee assessed them at 
£112 gross and £94 rateable value. But to do this it is necessary 
to assume the existence of a tenant who would pay a rent based 
on these values. Avory, J., in whose judgment DarLtine and 
Satter, JJ., concurred, said that, in view of the restrictions 
imposed by the Rent Restrictions Act, 1920, he was unable to 
imagine any tenant who would give more than the rent authoriged 
by the Act. The result, he pointed out, is to stereotype the 
assessments of all houses that fall within the provisions of the 
Act, notwithstanding their real increase in value, and this result 
may not have been foreseen by the Legislature. But he regarded 
the result as clear. No doubt it is clear as soon as a decision has 
been given, but it is one of those points about which, prior to 
decision, a good deal of doubt may be felt. 


Pleading the Statute. 


THERE ARE CASES in which the law lags behind morality, 
and in which a litigant may take a higher view of his obligations 
than the statute law requires. Two notable instances of this 
are to be found in the Statutes of Limitations and in the Gaming 
Acts. With regard to the former statutes, the latest decision 
on which is Re Sutherland (ante, p. 513), it is somewhat surprising 
that they should be so universally resorted to, and that so few 
persons should regard a -debt as an obligation unless it is 
recoverable by legal process. But a debt is a debt, and in 
foro conscientia it is not the less so because it is long overdue and 
the creditor has forborne to enforce it. There seems to be a 
general impression that a debt, that is an ordinary debt, is only 
payable on demand or on compulsion, and this seems to be no 
new thing, for even in the remote age of TERENCE the repayment 
of a debt was said to be regarded as a favour. It is needless to 
say that the law does not countenance any such idea; on the 
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contrary it insists on prompt payment, and moreover requires 
that the debtor should seek out his creditor for the purpose 
of paying him. There are, of course, exceptional cases in which 
a creditor may by his own default lose his right to payment, and 
the debtor may be justified in withholding it, and many instances 
of this are to be found in the equitable doctrine of stale demands. 
But there the moral obligation and the equitable principle are 
conterminous, the reason in both cases being that the obligation 
ceases, not so much because the remedy is barred by time, as that 
the circumstances amount to an implied release. In the case of 
the Gaming Acts the law also lags behind the unwritten code which 
is supposed to regulate debts of honour. The Legislature has 
thought it right to pass Acts giving a defence to an action in 
such! cases; but instances are not uncommon in which the 
defendant thinks it dishonourable to avail himself of the plea, and 
however much one may disapprove of betting, one cannot help 
respecting a defendant who takes that course. It is curious 
that a debt, the remedy for which is barred by mere lapse of 
time, should be regarded as less binding than a debt which is 
illegal and void, but so it is. In both cases one may doubt 
whether the Legislature would not have been wiser if it had allowed 
the court some discretion in the matter. 


The Corroboration of Accomplices. 


Tue Court or Criminal Appeal have just quashed a conviction 
based solely on the evidence of accomplices in Rex v. Adelina 
Howard (Times, 24th ult). It has long been law, of course, 
that where the case against an accused person consists solely 
of the evidence of one or more accomplices, that evidence ought 
to be corroborated, and the trial judge must direct the jury to 
that effect. If the jury, notwithstanding a proper direction 
from the judge, choose to convict, they are entitled to do so, 
since the requirement of corroboration is not a common law 
condition precedent, merely a rule of propriety habitually acted 
on by the courts : R. v. Baskerville (1916, 2 K.B. 658). There are, 
of course, some statutory exceptions to this principle of the com- 
mon law : ¢.g., in the case of treason two witnesses are necessary, 
and in the case of offences under the Criminal Law Amendment 
Acts, 1885 to 1912, corroboration is required by statute. With 
these exceptions, however, the common law rule prevails, as 
above stated, that corroboration is de bene esse but not de esse 
to a conviction—to borrow an analogy from the Ecclesiastical 
Law. It is also trite law that an accomplice can only be 
corroborated by a witness who is not an accomplice (or by an 
admission of the accused) ; so that a prisoner ought not to be 
convicted on the evidence of any number of accomplices, no 
matter though they all corroborate each other: R. v. Baskerville 
(supra). This strange rule that the jury can convict, if they 
choose, notwithstanding the direction of the learned judge that 
they ought not to convict on the uncorroborated evidence of an 
accomplice, although they cannot convict, if the judge has 
omitted to warn them, is one of the extraordinary logical 
snomalies in our criminal law. It gives rise to difficulties in 
practice, and clearly ought never to have been laid down. The 
simple rule ought to be that the uncorroborated evidence 
of an accomplice is not in law sufficient evidence to support a 
conviction, and the judge should not allow a case to go to the 
jury on such evidence only. But, as things stand, this is not the 
rule of law. The result is that the Court of Criminal Appeal is 
often put to great straits in order to find a loophole for quashing 
@ verdict when the jury has so convicted despite the warning of 
the judge that they cannot in the circumstances convict. At 
present the courts can quash the verdict only by finding some 
misdirection of the learned trial judge, and in such cases his 
summing-up is searched with meticulous zeal to discover something 
that can be described as an error in directing the jury. In the 
present case, the trial judge, while warning the jury that they must 
not convict on the uncorroborated evidence of accomplices, had 


accidentally per incuriam remarked, somewhere in the course of | 
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misdirection, being an inconsistency in his judgment, and the 
conviction was quashed accordingly. But surely it would be 
better if a straightforward rule, on the lines suggested above, 
could be adopted in all such cases. 


The Essence of Defamation. 

Mr. Justice McCarpie, in Mycroft v. Sleight (Times, 26th ult.) 
had to consider once more the fundamental common law rule that 
mere verbal defamation of character, ’.e., slander, as distinguished 
from libel, is not actionable unless the words spoken impute to 
the plaintiff either (1) crime (2) an infectious or contagious 
disease, or (3) improper conduct in the course of his calling or 
vocation accompanied by special damage to him, Jones v. Jones 
(1916, A.C. 481). Everyone knows the old Year Book Case, quoted 
in every text-book on defamation, in which the defendant had 
said of his parochial clergyman and the local attorney that they 
had “no more brains than a jackanapes.” Both sued him for 
slander; the attorney succeeded and the parson failed. For 
brains, it was held, are essential to the success of an attorney in 
his calling, and therefore an allegation that he does not possess 
brains is calculated to damage him therein. But brains are 
not essential to a parson’s pursuit of his vocation ; he possesses 
& freehold from which he cannot be ejected except on moral 
grounds ; therefore it is not actionable to say that he has no 
brains. The question, of course, as to whether words are calcu- 
lated to injure a man in the pursuit of his calling is often very 
difficult in practice ; the words complained of must not merely 
be enough to discredit a man with his own fellow-professionals, 
but must be such as would injure his reputation inthe minds of 
ordinary, just, and reasonable citizens, Leetham v. Roberts (1912, 
57Sox. J.111). A man’s associates in his trade or profession may 
regard as disgraceful, and treat as the act of a blackleg to be 
boycotted, conduct which merely infringes a trade monopoly or 


privilege, and which would not injure the defamed individual. 


at all in the eyes of the community at large. For example, a 
mining fireman falsely alleged to have helped to pump his mine 
during a strike in which the pumpmen had been called out, would 
be most injuriously affected in the eyes of his fellow-miners, but 
would be regarded with approval by ordinary public opinion. 
It was a point of this kind which Mr. Justice McCarver had to 
consider in Mycroft v. Sleight (supra). Here one member of a 
fishermen’s union had said of another at a meeting of the union : 
“IT know the two Mycrofts have been down dock to Bernstein’s 
office and asked for a ship each to proceed to sea.” These words 
meant to members of the union that the Mycrofts were blacklegs 
—since the date of the alleged visit to Bernstein's office was 
during an unofficial strike of members of the union. But they 
have no defamatory meaning to the minds of ordinary citizens 
who desire only to receive regular supplies of fish, and are otherwise 
indifferent to the disputes of fishermen and the owners of fishing 
vessels. For these, as well as other reasons, Mr. Justice McCARDIE 
considered, no doubt rightly, that the words alleged were fot 
capable of a defamatory meaning. 


Trials on Good Friday. 

In PERUSING the verbatim report of the well-known trial of R. v. 
Thurtell and Hunt (Hertford Winter Assizes, January, 1824), 
printed in the latest volume of the ‘‘ Notable Trials Series,” 
we have come across the authentic version of a story often 
told incorrectly. That famous trial took place on the 6th and 
7th January, the prisoners being convicted on the second day of 
the hearing. Immediately, in accordance with the old practice 
now abandoned as the result of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1906, 
Mr. Currry, the great special pleader, moved the court in arrest 
of judgment on the ground that the proceedings were void in law. 
His argument was that, under the Sunday Observance Act of 

E51 (5 & 6 Edw. VI, cap. 3), certain days must be kept 
holy, including that day on which is held the festival of the 
Epiphany, in this case one of the trial days. Needless to say, 


his summing-up, that a piece of evidence given by one accomplice | in those ancient days, technical points of this kind often saved a 


was supported by the evidence of others, This was treated as a | prisoner from the gallows ; owing to the severity of the criminal 
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law, the court gave every latitude to the most trivial niceties of 
technical law. Mr. Currry’s point was that under the statute 
the court was liable to spiritual censure and to punishment at 
common law for sitting on a Sunday, or Good Friday, or on the 
Festival of the Epiphany, and that therefore any juridical act done 
on those days was clearly in breach of the statute, hence invalid. 
Mr. Justice ALAN Park, who presided, pointed out that the 
Lord Chief Justice often sat on Good Fridays. Mr. Currry 
replied that Lord MaNnsrieLp commenced this irregular practice, 
and that upon his informing Mr. Dunntve of his intention to sit 
on Good Friday, the latter learned counsel replied “ Then your 
Lordship will be the first judge since Pontius Pilate who did so.” 


Circuit Manners in 1823. 

INCIDENTALLY THIS passage-at-arms between Bench and Bar 
recalled to Mr. Justice ALAN Park a story which’ throws an 
amusing light on circuit manners in the brave days of old! For 
that learned judge immediately went on to tell of an event that 
happened to himself in his own early days at the bar. “ For the 
last twenty years,” said Mr. Justice ALAN Pack, “it has been 
the constant practice on the Northern Circuit [to sit on Good 
Friday]. I hope I think as highly of religious duties as any 
gentleman, and certainly when first I found a learned judge had 
determined to sit on that day, I felt myself the awkwardness of 
it. I waited on that learned and pious and excellent judge (now 
deceased). He told me that when he was in an assize town on 
Good Friday, he purposely sat on that day after service, because— 
he said—by so doing he prevented many individuals who were 
called on to attend the court from closing the day in debauchery 
or drunkenness. In humble imitation of him I have followed 
the same course. There have been five thousand persons brought 
to trial on Good Friday.” The reason given by the learned judge 
for sitting on Good Friday is certainly not very flattering either 
to the circuit messes or to the attorneys in the closing years of the 
eighteenth century. But these were days when roystering was 
common form in English society, and the potations of the Bar 
were doubtless exceedingly deep. Not long before this Boswett, 
himself a barrister and the son of a Scottish Lord of Session, went 
the Northern Circuit, and he tells without shame of his revels. 
One morning, after a night of wild brawling in which he had been 
carried home, he awoke to find on his bedroom table a brief 
instructing him to move for a writ quare adhesit pavimento: the 
instructions solemnly explained that the proceeding was urgent, 
that it was very unusual, and that therefore the attorney took the 
liberty of setting out the necessary law. This was done in 
learned, guarded, and quite unintelligible language. The brief 
bore the name of the best local firm of solicitors, with whom 
BosweE.t wished to stand well. So, although he could not 
understand it, he collected all the authorities referred to, hurried 
into court, and made his motion on the judges taking their seat. 
Both they and he were completely mystified. At last, when 
BosweE.t’s circuit-comrades thought the joke had gone far 
enough, the leader of the circuit got up and explained to the court 
that the writ was a rule requiring Mr. Boswet to show cause 
why he should not be committed for drinking more than twelve 
bottles of champagne at a sitting, thereby adhering to ths pave- 
ment and so causing a public nuisance by obstructing the 


highway. 








The Dropping of the Revenue Bill. 


WE had intended this week to examine in some detail the 
evidence given before the Income Tax Commission with regard 
to the actual working of the machinery for the assessment of 
the tax, but in view of the decision of the Government to drop 
the Revenue Bill for the present, it would be useless to undertake 
the task. We can leave it until the proposal for the abolition 
of the assessor is revived, as it is pretty sure to be in the near 
future. According to the original plan for the administration 
of the tax, assessment was a matter for the local commissioners 





and the assessors whom they appointed, and the local repre- 
sentative of the Crown—+the surveyor (now the inspector) of 
taxes—had only certain rights of inspection and objection. 
sut in practice this plan has been departed from under pressure 
of circumstances, and the Commission in their Report said 
(par. 331) that “ every change has been in the direction of making 
over to the Inspector of Taxes the exercise of powers that belong 
to the Local Commissioners and their officials.” And the Com- 
missioners added: ‘‘ Without this gradual devolution to the 
inspector, the machinery of the tax would have been found to 
be hopelessly inadequate, and we might have had a very different 
report to make on this aspect of our subject.” The general 
nature of their recommendations was to recognize and give legal 
sanction to this transfer in practice of the functions of the assessors 
to the inspectors. In particular they recommended that— 

‘ The office of Assessor should be abolished and the duties assigned 
to that official, more especially the duties of issuing and obtaining 
completed forms of return and of preparing lists of assessments, should 
devolve upon the Inspector of Taxes, subject to the delegation to the 
Collector of any of the Assessor's minor functions which could be 
usefully performed by him.” 

This recommendation was made unanimously, and effect 
was to have been given to it by Clause 7 of the Revenue Bill. 
We need not refer to the constitution of the Commission of which 
Lord CoLwywNn was Chairman, and which included Mr. Krrsy, 
K.C., and Sir WALTER Trower. And, as we have said, it would 
be useless at present. to examine the evidence on which the 
recommendation was based. But we may note that Mr. C. D. 
Hewitt, Clerk to the Commissioner of Taxes for the City of 
London, who said that he appeared before the Commission to 
represent the local administrative authorities throughout the 
country, after starting with an account of the useful work 
which was done by the Commissioners, was compelled to admit 
that in fact their duties were extremely formal, and that in 
reality all the work was done, and effectively done and finished, 
by the Inspector of Taxes (Questions 21632, 3), though this 
admission ought not to be pressed too far. In fact the inspector 
makes the assessment in the vast majority of cases by agreement 
with the taxpayer, who never comes into contact with the assessor 
and knows nothing about him, and the Commissioners do little 
but register the result. The evidence of the Inspectors of Taxes 
was to the same effect; but in case it is said that this was pre- 
judiced, the witnesses who gave evidence for the Income Tax 
Reform League (Questions 1555, 1573, 1843), for the Central 
Association of Accountants (Questions 23802, 23857), and for 
the Federation of Master Cotton Spinners’ Associations (Questions 
13820, 13901), also recommended the abolition of the assessor. 
There seems no reason to doubt the correctness of the conclusion 
at which the Income Tax Commissioners arrived, and while in 
isolated cases the assessors may be of use to the taxpayer, yet 
all the substantial work of assessment appears to be already 
done by the Inspectors of Taxes, and the duplication of officers 
causes an unnecessary amount of clerical and purely formal 
work. According to an answer given by Mr. Hitton Youne 
to Sir Writ1aM Butt in the House of Comnions on Monday, 
the Board of Inland Revenue were proposing to provide, as 
far as possible, clerical employment for those members of the 
staff of clerks to the Commissioners who are engaged solely 
upon income tax work, and an assurance to this effect had been 
given to the Commissioners. What arrangements, if any, were 
to be made with regard to the Clerks to the Commissioner, who 
in the vast majority of cases are solicitors, we do not know, and 
possibly they would not be greatly affected. They would still 
retain their most important function, that of advising the Com- 
missioners on appeals. It should be noticed that the Liverpool 
Income Taxj{Commissioners recently arrived at the following 
conclusion :— 

‘“* That the changes proposed by the Government do not detract from 
the powers and responsibilities of the local Commissioners in their 
capacity as an independent tribunal to which aggrieved taxpayers can 
appeal, and that they do not impair the effective usefulness of the 
Commissioners in ensuring to the best of their ability that the tax shall 
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be levied impartially upon all persons liable within their division. 
On the contrary, they are of opinion that the proposed changes may 
reasonably be expected to lead to greater expedition, efficiency, and 
economy in the administration of the tax, and to less inconvenience 
to the taxpayer without any sacrifice of the safeguards now enjoyed.” 
That the change would have produced simplification in the 
management of the tax seems to be clear; that it would have 
involved any hardship to the taxpayer has yet to be shewn. 
We do not profess to understand the reason of the opposition 
to the Bill, and we doubt whether it is really so substantial as 
seems to be assumed. The dropping of the Bill will have the 
advantage of preserving for the present the three years’ average 
system, but otherwise it means that the present practice of 
assessment in fact by the inspectors and in form by the Com- 
missioners will continue. 








The Survival of Penal Actions. 


One feature of our jurisprudence which is not to be found 
in any foreign system is the Penal Action. This is in many ways 
a most curious type of civil action. The essence of it is found 
in the imposition of a penalty by statute, which may be recovered 
against the wrong-doer by means of a civil action brought in 
some cases by a common informer and in others by the Crown. 
The action, although intended to punish certain conduct con- 
sidered detrimental to the community, does not do so in the 
straightforward guise of a prosecution by or on behalf of the 
Crown for an offence. On the contrary, the action lies in delict 
—a fictitious quasi-contract created by law between the common 
informer, as plaintiff, and the wrong-doer, as defendant, by which 
the latter is deemed to have promised to pay the former the 
sum named in the statute on the happening of the conditions 
precedent there named. 

For example, a person who advertises a reward for the return 
of lost property, and adds the words “‘ no questions will be asked,” 
or something of a similar tendency, is guilty of attempting to 
compound a felony. Such conduct is essentially penal. And the 
Larceny Act of 1862, s. 102, renders him liable to a penalty of 
£50 if he commits this injury to the well-being of the community, 
But it leaves this penalty to be recovered at the suit of a common 
informer by a penal action: Mirams v. Our Dogs Publishing Co. 
Ltd. (1901, 2 K.B. 564). Again, the County Courts Acts, 1888, 
by s. 41, provides that if any officer of a county court shall act 
as a solicitor in any suit in that court he shall be liable to a 
penalty of £50 similarly recoverable. These are two instances 
of a method of checking public mischiefs quite peculiar to our 
law. It is now completely discredited. But in the beginning 
of the nineteenth century it was so popular with Parliament that 
every session some new Act of this class was passed: Kenny's 
Criminal Law, p. 8; Francis Horner's Correspondence, 13th Sep- 
tember, 1804. 

Now, two reasons existed for the marked partiality towards this 
curious and anomalous type of action formerly shown by the Eng- 
lish House of Commons. One reason was a desire not to subject 
persons guilty of the conduct penalized to all the terrible forms of 
punishment, and the indignities of criminal proceedings, known to 
our common law. With the humane reforms which RoMILLy 
commenced and Pret carried through in the first thirty years 
of the last century, this reason ceased to exist, and the resort to 
penal actions soon fell into a desuetude as complete as its sometime 
popularity with the Legislature had been. The other reason was 
a desire of the House of Commons, somewhat jealous of the 
Royal Prerogative, to exclude the exercise of the Royal power 
to remit punishment by means of a pardon. This power was 
frequently exercised by the early Hanoverian sovereigns in ways 
of which the House of Commons did not approve. Moreover, 
in the case of any criminal proceedings, the Attorney-General 
would interpose his Nolo Prosequi. But neither Nolo Prosequi 
nor -pardon would prevent the relentless pursuit of a civil 
remedy. Hence the penal action provided some safeguard against 





the attempt of an unpopular Ministry to override the nation’s 
wishes. That was a real danger in the pre-Victorian age. Hence 
any remedy which helped to mitigate the danger was bound to be 
popular, however anomalous and open to objection on grounds of 
principle. 

Penal actions were of three kinds. In one of the three, the 
person aggrieved could sue for the penalty ; an example of this 
is the action of pound-breach, given to an aggrieved landlord 
who can recover treble damages against any person who removes 
goods impounded by distraint for non-payment of rent (2 Will. 
& M.1,c¢.5). In the second class, only the Attorney-General 
could sue; this occurs in every case in which the statute imposes 
a pecuniary penalty without expressly empowering either a 
common informer or the aggrieved party to sue: Moulis v. Owen 
(1907, 1 K.B., per Frercuer Movtron, L.J., at p. 764). The 
best-known example of this second class is that of a Member of 
Parliament who sits and votes without having taken the oath : 
Parliamentary Oaths Act, 1866, 8s 5. Here only the Attorney- 
General can sue: Bradlaugh v. Clarke (1883,8 App. Cas. 354). In 
the third class, which is much the most usual, any common infor- 
mer is expressly empowered by the statute to sue. Sometimes it 
is provided that half the penalty is to go to the common informer 
and half to the Crown; such actions are known as qui tam 
informations, since the informer sues tam pro domino rege, quam 
pro se ipso. Examples of the third class are to be found in (1) the 
Public Health Act, 1875, s. 253, which imposes a penalty of £50 
on unqualified persons who sit on local boards; (2) the Rivers 
Pollution Act, 1876, s. 10, which imposes a similar penalty on 
persons committing certain public nuisances to rivers; and (3) 
the case of a county court officer already quoted, who attempts to 
practise in his own court (County Court Act, 1888, s. 11). 

There are some peculiarities as regards procedure in the case of 
Penal Actions. Interrogatories cannot be administered : Martin 
v. Treacher (1886, 16 Q.B.D. 507). Nor can the plaintiff obtain 
discovery of documents: Mayor of Derby v. Derbyshire C.C. 
(1897, A.C. 550). And the statutory limitation within which the 
action must be brought is not six years but two years: Robinson 
v. Currey (1881, 6 Q.B.D. 21). , 








Queen Victoria’s place in English 
Constitutional History. 


Tue publication of Mr. Strachey's interesting biography of the late 
Queen Victoria has argused some speculation among lawyers and con- 
stitutionalists as to the precise significance of that eminent monarch in 
English political history. The old view, of course, sincerely held and 
continually expressed in Her Majesty's lifetime, was that she represented 
in its purest form the typical ideal of a Parliamentary Sovereign. Her 
name, indeed, is almost bound up with that of the “ Reign of Law” and 
the ‘Sovereignty of Parliament” and the “Conventions of the Con- 
stitution ’’—which Victorian loyalisté regarded as especially characteristic 
of England's governmental system. But this view of the late Queen's 
character and achievements has been steadily receding into the back- 
ground during the first two decades of the Twentieth Century. A different 
theory has been taking its place. It is becoming fashionable to describe 
Queen Victoria as essentially an Imperial Queen, who restored the import- 
ance of the Monarchy and gained for the Sovereign a considerable say in 
the direction of Sovereign policy not exercised, at least not exercised 
effectually, by her Hanoverian predecessors. And on this theory Mr. 
Strachey’s book throws much new light. 

The truth, as is usually the case, would seen to be rather complicated. 
Queen Victoria, in fact, stood for different constitutional ideals at different 
periods of her life. She had a “ Melbourne period,” a ‘ Prince Consort 
period,”’ and a “ Beaconsfield period.” In each of these respective stages 
of her political development she was under the influence of one individual, 
the statesman named, and derived from him the colour of her views. In 
her early girlhood, the first three years of her life on the throne, she was 
the pupil of Lord Melbourne and adored that romantic and elusive half- 
genius with all the ardour of a young girl; the young can appreciate 
merit, especially eccentric and picturesque merit, but cannot form @ 
balanced judgment of its real value in the order of affairs. Melbourne, 
a Whig, an aristocrat, a humanitarian, a dilletante in politics asin literature, 
a genial and cynical man of the world hiding the disappointments of his 
own unhappy domestic life under a manner of gaiety and raillery ; surely 
Melbourne, being all these things and Prime Minister to boot, could not 
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fail to impress deeply his own views on the imagination of a young and 
very impressionable girl. And he did. Victoria had her “ Melbourne 
period.” The Eighteenth Century, and the Whig theory of the King 
as a Venetian Doge who acted as ceremonial figure-head to conceal the 
real power wielded by anoligarchy of great nobles, and certainly during her 
early years won her complete adherence. Then, and then only, did she 
display to the full those characteristics of the perfect constitutional monarch 
wrongly attributed to her throughout her career. And this period did 
not last long. 

The second stage in the evolution of Victoria as monarch came early 
and was exceedingly thorough-going. At the age of one-and-twenty she 
met her cousin Albert, and fell completely in love with that Admirable 
Crichtonamong princelets. His spirit dominated her, and his views became 
her views. Melbourne had been gay and had encouraged the Queen to indulge 
in all-night dancing at Windsor Castle, and in romantic strolls amongst 
picturesque scenery by moonlight. He had even induced her to regard 
with something of tolerance the spirit of revelry which had distinguished 
Charles James Fox, Sheridan, the Prince Regent and all the great Whig 
leaders of the classic age of Jacobin, but aristocratic Whiggism. Prince 
Albert, on the other hand, was a German pietist or puritan, austere, learned, 
serious, conscientious, with lofty ideals as to his own duties in life and his 
own importance. He believed in the Divine Right of Kings, and shared 
to the full that sentiment about the place of a monarch in the political 
sphere which the Emperor William I. and Bismarck—not to mention 
more recent German sovereigns—had entertained and notignobly practised. 
He believed in absolute monarchy and considered that a King should be 
a benevolent despot. He held that a King must answer to God and at the 
bar of history for any failure to live up to his high kingly mission. His 
life must be a life “ apart’: he must disdain the pleasures and the leisure 
of commoner men; he must give up all his time to public business, to 
private study, and to the acquisition of a kingly character. He should 
not mix too freely with his people, even the highest in rank and the greatest 
in political power. In short, he should live always as in his Great 
Taskmaster’s Eye, and never forget the especial solemnity and exacting 
character of his vocation. Such were the ideals, so far as can now be 
discovered, which Albert had acquired from his tutor, Baron Stockmar, and 
these he diligently impressed on the plastic mind of his adoring bride. 

Of course, both Albert and Victoria were much too wise and too discreet 
to suppose that their theories could be put into practice, at once or at 
all, in the actual conditions of English politicallife. But they determined 
to act up to them so far as they were feasible. They withdrew, so far 
as possible, from social life and the public gaze,except on occasions of state— 
and then they surrounded themselves with an almost Spanish stateliness 
of etiquette. In their private tastes they were simple people, disdaining 
magnificence, and living a peaceful life at Osborne or Balmoral. But in 
their public appearances they stood on their dignity and kept everyone 
at an immense distance. The Queen, assisted by Albert, gave all her time 
to business. She read every state paper and signed almost every public 
document. She insisted on being constantly informed of all matters of 
policy, and successfully claimed the final word in foreign politics. She 
exercised in practice a veto on the entrance into the Cabinet of politicians 
whom she personally disliked or disapproved of. Everyone knows how 
she dismissed Palmerston in the fifties and steadily refused her consent 
to the admission of Dilke or of Labouchere to a Liberal cabinet. 

And while Albert lived to inspire her, the power of the Monarchy 
steadily grew. The Queen became more and more Conservative. Her 
influence was exercised more and more frequently in politics with an ever- 
increasing pressure. Enlightened Whig observers were somewhat per- 
turbed, and predicted—in private life, not in public—a gradual return 
to absolute monarchy of an Elizabethan type. But in 1860 the Prince 
Consort died, and in a moment all was changed. The Queen retired into 
almost complete privacy of life. She still attended with conscientious 
devotion to public affairs, insisted on reading and signing al] documents, 
and endeavoured to put into practice the precepts of her deceased and 
revered husband. But it is probable that she had never fully grasped his 
point of view. For large intellectual insight, grasp of principles, and the 
capacity to hold unusual views, were not among her manifold endowments of 
mind and character. So at last, in all but a few final matters of routine, 
Queen Victoria abandoned any vestige of the “ benevolent despot "’ creed 
she had, half-consciously and half-unconsciously, imbibed from Prince 
Albert 

This process was hastened by the fact that Her Majesty's deeply feminine 
spirit had gradually been falling under the induence of another “ Guide, 
philosopher and friend.” This was Disraeli, once despised and disliked, 
but soon to become Her Majesty's dearest confidant and adviser. There 
was much in Disraeclito appeal to the Queen. He was eccentric, picturesque, 
romantic, and magnificent. These are attributes in a man of genius 
which seldom fail to vanquish any woman who is steadily exposed to their 
influence. Even the strongest and most conventional, not to say philistine, 
of women generally succumb to the potent spell of such attractions. Our 
first mother, Eve, fell a victim to the fascination of the devil in serpent’s 
shape—a shape, probably, alwiys instinctively repugnant to the sex. 
Her descendants have shewn ever this same characteristic, a tolerance 
of the serpentine and the diabolic when united to great talents and a strong 
character. The repugnance which the physical embodiment of somewhat 
sinister gifts at first creates in almost every woman, seems somehow to 
give way,quickly orslowly, but always in the end, to a fascinated admiration. 
Lucifer is to woman what the serpent is to the bird, which gazes in horror 
untilit is overcome by the spell and can only continue to gaze in adoratian, 





It was in the days of primitive Matriarchal Government that our savage 
forbears became serpent-worshippers, and with the decay of matriarchy 
that widely-spread primitive religion gave way to less sinister creeds. 
So it is not surprising that the bizarre but colossal talents of Disraeli should 
have subjugated the will and intellect of the Queen, and yielded him an 
influence over her politicai conduct only second to that of the never- 
forgotten Prince Consort, to whose memory in all things she ever remained 
loyal and faithful. 

Disraeli’s personal fascination was aided by the character of the creed 
he had to teach. Disracli’s theory of English politics is taught in his famous 
trilogy of novels written in the *Forties—Coningsby, Sybil, Tancred— 
and may be compendiously described by the dual phrases “‘ Tory Democracy ” 
and “Imperialism.” It is an unusual, not to say fantastic creed. But 
women love the fantastic, especially when presented in a guise of high 
romantic prophecy, and with an enthusiastic reverence for the impeccable 
respectabilities in life. So it charmed and appealed immensely to Queen 
Victoria, She learned to look on the Monarchy and the People as allies 
in the battle against privilege. She learned tolook on the Sovereign as the 
symbol of a divinely-ordained empire which was to raise the lesser races in 
thelight of English wisdom. The stately ceremonial of Indian and Colonial 
government, especially in the Crown Colonies, came to be regarded by 
the Queen—as it was by Disraeli—as a magical and divine thing, to be 
safeguarded and cherished. The survival of Mediwvalism in our Con- 
stitution, its Orders of Knighthood and Dignitaries of the Church and 
the Peerage, came to mean everything to Her Majesty, as they did to 
Disraeli. She created new knightly orders, she delighted in reviving 
peerages. Her third stage, the “‘ Monarch” period, was essentially one 
in which she tended towards Orientalism and Medievalism. But in this 
she had no realinfluence on her people—England had ceased to be capable 
of a reaction towards Medievalism. Even Disraeli could not make the 
Conservative party anything but a commonplace body of respectable 
middle-class and upper-class Englishmen, who were secretly indifferent to 
all his Asian mysteries, or his re-reading of English Constitutional History. 

It may be said that in the last three centuries the people of England 
have been influenced successively by three different national spirits. From 
the accession of the Stuarts to the outbreak of the French Revolution, 
France and French ideals dominated the English mind. This was so 
both among aristocratic circles and in the ranks of philosophic reformers. 
But the horrors of Jacobinism turned the emulation of French society into 
loathing. From 1789 onwards extremists and radicals might admire 
these methods, but the mass of the people despised them. For a century 
indeed, Teutonic influence dominated England. German love of science 
and education, German Philistinism, German solidity, became the dominant 
tendency of the English mind. It was not until the close of the Nineteenth 
Century that a new sentiment arose, the sentiment of Americanism, which 
put an end to German domination of our ideals and our manners. 

The Americanisation of English life, of industry, of society, of the home, 
of the position of women, of literature and Art—these have been the out- 
standing feature of the last twenty years. But Queen Victoria had nothing 
in common with this new spirit. She was the last of the Teutons in England 

—solid, protestant, philistine,conservative and a trifle unsympathetic—as 
the Teuton always has been. Her death and the decay of her personal 
influence was followed by a rapid growth of national opposition to German 
sentiment and standpoint, and a rapid growth of Americanism. 








; Res Judicate. 
Wrongful Conversion by Forced Sale of Goods. 


Practitioners are very apt to overlook one rule of salvage law, namely, 
that, before taking steps to preserve the property of another, the salvor 
must communicate with the owner, if that is commercially pessible, which, 
of course, very often is not the case. Neglect of this condition occasionally 
results in disaster. An example is afforded by Springer v. Great Western 
Railway Co. (89 L.J., K.B. 1019), where the Court of Appeal upheld a 
decision of Mr. Justice Salter, which is of peculiar interest. Here the 
railway was carrying a consignment of tomatoes from Jersey to Covent 
Garden. Owing to a railway strike the goods could not be unloaded at 
Weymouth until long after their arrival by ship. As they were on the 
point of becoming unfit for food, the company decided to sell them locally, 
and did so without communicating with the owner, although that was not 
proved to be commercially impossible. Such a sale, unless authorized 
either by the court or the owner, or rendered necessary by circumstances 
which prevent an application for the owner's consent, is primd facie a 
tortious conversion of the goods by the bailees, and actionable as such by 
the owner. This Mr. Justice Salter and the Court of Appeal agreed in 
holding. Of course, had communication been impossible, the principle 
of necessity, which is the foundation of the quasi-contract of “ salvage,” 
would have justified the sale. 


Disciplinary Powers of Private Meeting. 


Perhaps one of the most troublesome points in everyday practice relates 
to the nature and limits of the disciplinary power which private associations 
possess over their members. The general rule that such a society or its 
committee duly authorized under its constitution may expel a member 
provided it act (1) bond fide, and (2) in accordance with the procedure 
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dictated by natural justice, and also (3) in conformity with their own rules 
may be taken as now well-established: Smyth v. Darley (1849, 2 H.L.C. 
789) and Re Portuguese Consolidated Copper Mines Co. (1889, 42 Ch.D. 160) ; 
but the application of these rules is not always easy ; so that Mr. Justice 
Roche and the Court of Appeal took a different view of its effect on the 
same set of facts in Young v. Ladies’ Imperial Club Ltd. (1920, 2 K.B. 523; 
64 Son. J. 374). Here, by a rule of a club, the committee had power to 
suspend and require the resignation of any member whose conduct, in 
their opinion, was injurious to the character and interests of the club. 
Acting under this rule the committee took steps to erase the name of the 
member. This was done at a committee meeting which was convened by 
a notice merely stating that the object of the meeting was “to report on 
and discuss the matter concerning [the member] and Mrs. L.”” This notice 
was sent toevery member of the committee except one who had previously 
said that she could not attend. This procedure, Mr. Justice Roche con- 
sidered, on the whole satisfied the requirements of * natural justice.” But 
the Court of Appeal held that in such a case, involving forfeiture of personal 
rights and privileges, the general rules of procedure common to all judicial 
bodies must be strictly and onerously complied with, and these rules include 
(1) an exact intimation to every party of the precise nature of the steps 
proposed to be taken by the committee, and (2) the sending of notice to 
every member of the judicial body entitled to be present and take part 
in the decision. Sinceneitherof these principles had been fully complied 
with, the expulsion was ultra vires. 





The Cy Prés Doctrine. 


The refinement of which our courts are capable in construing wills is 
aptly shown by In re Hades (1920, 2 Ch. 353), when Sargant, J., refused 
to apply the cy prés doctrine for a very curious reason. A testator directed 
that his trustees should out of specified moneys pay 10 per cent. to “ such 
religious, charitable, and philanthropic objects”’ as three named persons 
should jointly appoint. We italicize the and for a reason soon to become 
apparent. Now one of the persons designated as appointors died without 
any exercise of the power, but the Court held that in virtue of the cy prés 
doctrine a selection of objects could still be made, provided the gift showed 
a general charitable intention in addition to the specific one in favour of 
objects jointly selected which must necessarily fail. Had the gift 
been for “such charitable objects,” etc., there would have been disclosed 
a general intention of charity, and the cy prés doctrine would have applied. 
But since the gift was for “such religious, charitable, and philanthropic 
objects,”’ etc., it was possible for the selectors to have appointed the funds 
to a non-charitable object of a philanthropic nature. For, the learned 
judge held, the word “ and ’’ must be read disjunctively as“ or,” so that the 
whole fund would have been appointed to such a non-charitable object. 
That being so, there is no general. charitable intent, and the cy prés doctrine 
is not relevant. 








Reviews. 
The Law of Torts. 


CLERK AND LINDSELL ON Torts. Seventh edition. By W. Wyatt-Parxe, 

Barrister-at-law. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 36s. net. 

Fraser’s Law or Torts. Fifth edition. By the Author. Stevens & 

Sons, Ltd. 10s. 6d. net. 

Next to Pollock's classic work and Salmond’s admirable treatise, these two 
works are the best-known of our English text-books on the Law of Torts. 
That of Clerk and Lindsell is a practitioners’ treatise, that of Sir Andrew 
Fraser a students’ manual, but each in its way is a model of all that a law- 
book ought to be. The original progenitor of Clerk and Lindsell was a 
reporter of great experience in the Divisional Court, while, of course, the 
author of “ Fraser’ is a distinguished reader of the Inns of Court ; so that 
both works have a certain academic tinge not always found in text-books. 
But each is aiso thoroughly practical. Except in respect of cases relating to 
the Infringement of Monopolies, there has not been much recent advance 
in the law of Torts, but all new legislation and judicial interpretation appears 
in Clerk and Lindsell. The simplicity, methodical analysis, and lucidity of 
“Fraser” are as conspicuous in this edition as ever. Just one little 
criticism. In chapter III on “ Variation of the normal rights to sue,”’ 
“* Fraser "’ states that a principal is liable for the torts of his agent, that the 
agent is liable for his own torts, and that in one case the agent is liable for the 
torts of his principal. The case in question turns out to be that in which an 
agent, e.g., a stockbroker identifying his client at the Bank of England on a 
transfer of inscribed stock, warrants the genuineness of ‘his principal's act 
and therefore is liable to indemnify the sufferer for his principal's torts 
(Starkey v. Bank of England, 1903, A.C. 114). Now the inexperienced 
student would naturally conclude from this rule, asgiven in “ Fraser,” that 
the liability of the agent sounds in tort. Of course, it is liability in quasi- 
contract, the consideration being “act done at request of defendant,’’ and the 

mise “‘ an implied promise to indemnify ”’ the actor aginst any resultant 
en. And the agent is not liable because of the relationship of principal 
and agent but for a reason quite independent of that relationship. We think 
this should be made clear in the next edition of this admirable text-book ; 
it will certainly deceive many an unsuspecting student. But this is only 
@ spot on the face of the sun. Both text-books are of the first order of 
excellence. 





Books of the Week. 


Contracts.—Chitty’s Treatise on the Law of Contracts. 17th Edition. 
By W. Wyart-Patxe, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 45s. net. 

Magistrates’ Law.—Stone’s Justices’ Manual. Being the Yearly 
Justices’ Practice for 1921. With Table of Statutes, Table of Cases, Appen- 
dix of Forms and Table of Punishments. 53rd edition. Edited by J. R. 
ROBERTS, Esq., Solicitor. Butterworth & Co. Shaw & Sons, 35s. net 
Postage 1s. 3d. extra. 

Company Law.—Reminders for Company Secretaries. By Herpert 
W. Jorpax. Seventh edition. Jordan & Sons, Is. net. 

Popular Law.—Every Man's Own Lawyer. A handy book of the 
Principles of Law and Equity. By a Barrister. 55th edition, Crosby, 
Lockwood and Son. 15s, net. 

Digest.—Mew’s Digest of English Case Law. Quarterly issue, April, 
1921. By Ausrey J. Spencer, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons, Ltd. ; 
Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. Annual subscription 20s., post free. 

Evidence.—Manual of the Law of Evidence for the Use of Students. 
Being an abridgment of the Sixth edition of the author's larger treatise 
upon the same subject. By Stoney L. Pureson, M.A. (Cantab), Barrister- 
at-Law. Third edition. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 12s. 6d, net. 

Jurisprudence.—Law in the Modern State. By Leon Duevrts 
Professor of Law in the University of Bordeaux. Translated by Fripa 
and Harotp Laskr. George Allen & Unwin, Ltd. 10s, 6d. net. 








Correspondence. 
An Unconstitutional Resolution. 


|T'0 the Editor of The Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 

Sir,—On the 2nd instant the following resolution was, according to the 
report, passed in the House of Commons; ‘“ That ss. 43 and 44 of the 
Income Tax Act, 1918, shall not apply to the year 1920-21."" Thus, by a 
resolution dated 2nd May, 1921, to be followed presumably by the Finance 
Act, 1921, Parliament proposes to alter the scheme of taxation imposed by 
the 1920 Budget (i.¢., for the year ended 5th April 1921) and stereotyped 
in the Finance Act, 1920. 

Since when has it been the practice of Parliament to alter in one year 
the Budget scheme for the previous year ? If last year’s Budget is now to 
be altered, why not alter the Budget of two years or ten years ago ? 

The sections referred to were expressly made applicable to the year 
1919-20 by s. 15 of the Finance Act, 1919. Section 14 (2) of the Finance 
Act, 1920, provided that all enactments relating to income tax which were 
in force with respect to duties of income tax granted for the year 1919-20 
should have full force and effect with respect to any duties of income tax 
granted by the Finance Act, 1920. It is apparent, therefore, that these 
sections are in force for the year 1920-21, It is true that by a memorandum 
issued by the Inland Revenue with returns for the year 1920-21 it was stated 
that these sections had ceased to have effect, but this was so obviously 
contrary to the statute that it was rightly and universally disregarded, and 
taxpayers in arranging to provide for the tax to which they are liable for the 
year ended 5th April 1921 have rightly assumed that they are entitled to 
the benefit of these sections, which it is now proposed ex post facto to take 
away from them. 

It is incredible that Parliament, when realising what is proposed, will 
pass a Finance Bill containing this retrospective provision. 

Yours faithfully, 
Ranoie F. Hote. 

34, Old Jewry, London, E.C.2. 

3rd May, 1921. 

(Mr. Holme’s letter raises a point of considerable importance. Tho 
resolution purports to be passed under the Provisional Collec'ioa of Taxes 
Act, 1913, which, by s. | (c) gives statutory effect to a resolution « f the 
Committee of Ways and Means, “ providing for the variation of any 
existing tax or for the renewal for a further period of any tax in force 
or imposed during the previous financial year.” Primd facie this seoms 
to apply only to taxes which are to op-rate during the coming year, so 
that Mr. Holme’s point seems quite argusble.—Ed. S.J.] 





The Lord Chancellor on Monday referred at the conclusion of the hearin 
of a poor person’s divorce case to the need of revision in the law with rega 
to evidence of means in cases where damages were claimed against a co- 
respondent. Counsel had elicited from the petitioner information about 
the co-respondent’s means, and the Lord Chancellor pointed out that the 
law was that unless it was suggested that a co-respondent had used his 
means to seduce another man’s wife, evidence of means must not be given. 
The whole question of admissibility of evidence on that point seemed to 
be in a somewhat unsatisfactory condition, and it might some day require 
review, but it was the duty of the Judge sitting in the Court to carry out 
the practices which were established in the Court and which were laid down 
by authority. The evidence of means of a co-respondent should not be 
received or considered unless the allegation was made that by the ostenta- 
tious use of wealth he had effected the seduction of the wife. That was the 
law in these Courts, and it must be administered until it was revised. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, 


WAKEFORD BISHOP OF LINCOLN. 
7th, 8th, llth, 12th, 14th, 16th, 18th and 26th April. 


EccvestasticaL Law—Ciercy—Orrence unper CiuerGy Discir.ine 
Act—Jupoment or Conststrory Courr—ArrgaL—SprecitaL Leave— 
Re-Hearing BY way or Aprea.—Fresu Evinence—Ciercy 
DiscreLine Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict., c. 32), se. 2 (c), 4 (2). 

Where, in the opinion of the {ppellate Court, the manner in which certain 
evidence was presente d to and dealt with by the Consistory Court is gene rally 

u nsatiafac tory, leave loappe al should be grant d. 


Appeal by special leave from a judgment of the Consistory Court of Lincoln 
sitting with assessors. 

The application for leave to appeal and the appeal were heard before 
Lord Birkenhead, C., Lords Buckmaster, Dunedin and Shaw, with the 
Bishops of London, Gloucester, Rochester, and Ely as assessors. 

The appellant Wakeford was charged with committing adultery with an 
unknown woman at the Bull Hotel, Peterborough, on the 14th and 15th 
March, and again on the 2nd April, 1920. The Consistory Court found the 
charges proved and the Bishop of Lincoln passed senten< e upon the appellant. 
He petitioned for leave to appeal upon the ground (a) of the alleged miscon- 
duct of one of the assessors, and (+) that the decision of the Consistory Court 
was against the evidence adduced before that court. Leave to appeal was 
granted and it was decided that the appeal should take the form of a hearing 
of the charges de novo, in order that fresh evidence might be called on either 
side. The appeal was argued and fresh evidence called and judgment 
reserved. 

The opinion of their lordships was delivered by 

Lord Brrk ex nen, L.C., who said their lordships were of opinion that the 
appeal failed. The contest had turned upon the facts. The case was not an 
ordinary one, It hadinvolved a patient enquiry extending over seven days, 
during which a mass of testimony had been adduced and sifted by counsel 
on both sides. Before discussing the features in the case which in the 
event had proved decisive, he desired to state the grounds upon which leave 
to appeal had been granted. The appellant sought leave on the ground 
(«) of the alleged misconduct of one of the assessors, and (2) an allegation 
that the decision of the Consistory Court wae against the weight of evidence 
wdduced before that court. The appeal before their lordships had taken 
the form of a re-hearing, and for reasons, which his lordship briefly stated, 
it was not necessary to go further into the question of alleged bias raised 
upon the affidavits and their lordships expressed no opinion upon them. 
Before dealing with the facts it was desirable that their lordships should 
indicate theirview as tothe principles that should guide the board in consider- 
ing applications for leave to appeal upon facts. Only eight proceedings 
for leave had come before the board under the Act, two of which were appeals 
as of right upon a point of law; of the remaining six, Smyth v. Bishop of 
St. Albans was not reported. It was an allegation of drunkenness. Leave 
to appeal was granted, but no record remained of the reasons which actuated 
their lordships, and the appeal was subsequently allowed on the 
ground that the evidence was insufficient to support the charge. Evans 
v. Barrett was also unreported. Application for leave to appeal on the 
facts was made on the ground that certain evidence which the appellant 
bad been prepared to produce had been excluded. Their lordships refused 
leave on the ground that the appellant had failed to show he was in possession 
of any evidence which would rebut the charge of intoxication. In Ex parte 
Woods— Woods v. Evans (1900 A.C. 338), leave was refused on the ground 
that no primd facie case for leave had been made out, and no new facts 
alleged that ought to re-open the inquiry. In Moore v. Bishop of Oxford 
the proceedings for leave were not reported but the proceedings upon appeal 
were reported (1904 A.C. 283). The appeal on both the charges wasallowed. 
In Atherton v. Lee (1904, A.C. 805) leave to appeal was refused on the ground 
that the petition for leave was lodged six months after the delivery of the 
judgment of the Consistory Court. Rule 161 required a petition for leave 
to appealon the facts to be lodged within 16 days, and no explanation 
was given of the delay such as would have justified their lordships in enlarg- 
ing the time under rule 90. In Lovibond v. Lee (which was not reported) 

leave to appeal on the facts was refused and no reasons given for their 
lordships’ decision, It was not easy to draw from the cases any principle 
which was of general application, or capable of affording much guidance in 
the consideration of the petitionforleave. The statute itselfleft the matter 
at large, requiring their lordships to grant leave if the appellant “ satisfies 
the Appellate Court that there is a primd facie case.” It might, however, 
be inferred from the observations of Lord Watson in Evans v. Barrett, 
and of Lord Halsbury in Woods v. Evans, and from the proceedings in 
Moore v. Bishop of Oxford, that the petitioner must satisfy the board either 
that the evidence before the Consistory Court was not such as to satisfy 
the conclusion at which that court arrived—that the evidence was against 
the weight of evidence or that since the hearing before the Consistory Court 
the petitioner had obtained and was now in a position to tender definite 
evidence (the effect of which must be clear) which, if had been before the 
Consistory Court, might or would or ought to have affected the decision. 


— —-— 





And lastly, a satisfactory evidence must be offered why that evidence 
was not produced before the Consistory Court. In the present case none 
of these doctrines applied, but leave was granted upon the facts, not because 
the decision of the Consistory Court, was in their lordships’ opinion, contrary 
to the weight of the evidence, but because the mannerin which that evidence 
or some of it was presented to and dealt with by the court was of such a 
nature as to render the whole trial unsatisfactory. The judgment then 
dealt with the facts and in the result their lordships advised His Majesty 
that the appeal should be dismissed with costs. The appellant's action 
had involved the Bishop of Lincoln in heavy expenses, and their lordships 
saw no reason why he should not, so far as might be, be recouped for the 
expenditure which he had incurred in the execution of a public duty. 
Counset for the Archdeacon: Sir Edward Carson, K.C., Sir EB. Marley- 
Samson, K.C., Wilfred Lewis and J. A. Stanton; for the respondent, the 
Bishop of Lincoln ; Douglas Hogg, K.C., E. W. Hansell, and W. N. Stables. 
Souicrrors, Peter Thomasand Clark ; Lee, Bolton & Lee. 


(Reported by Erskine Ratp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


In re DICKSON’S SETTLED ESTATES. [No. 1. 15th and 18th April. 


SerrLEMENT—REAL EsTaTE—PROCEEDS OF SALE IN CouRT—DISENTAILING 
Deep—Basge Fee—Conversion—“ TREATED AS PERSONAL Estate "’— 
EvLection—Fines anp Recovertes Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Will. IV, c. 74), s. 71 
—Setriep Estates Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vict. c. 18), s. 34. 


Land settled to uses under which an estate tail therein, with remainders over, 
was created, was sold under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, and thé proceeds of 
sale paid into court. Subsequently the tenant in tail disentailed the property 
but without the consent of the protector of the settlement, thereby creating a base 
fee. Ona petition by the eldest son and devisee of the former tenant in tail for 
payment of the fund out of court, 


Held, that the direction contained in s. 71 of the Fines & Recoveries Act, 1833, 
to treat moneys in court, liable to be reinvested in land and settled, “as personal 
estate,’ did not, as between the persons ultimately entitled to the property, effect 
any conversion of it into personal estate, and get rid of the liability to reinvest 
in real estate ; but meant simply that the property ought to be treated as personal 
estate for the purposes of assignment and conveyancing. 


Appeal by petitioners from a decision of Russell, J., holding that a 
fund in court, representing part of the proceeds of the sale of settled land, 
sold under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, was, by virtue ofs. 71 of the Fines 
and Recoveries Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Will. IV, c. 74) converted for all purposes 
from real estate into personal estate. By the will made in 1864 of William 
Dickson, the father, who died in 1875, an interest in certain lands and 
hereditaments at Tugal and Newton-on-Sea, Northumberland, was devised 
to Patrick Dickson for life with remainder to Patrick’s son in tail male, 
and all the residue of the testator’s real estate to William Dickson, the son, 
during his life, with remainder to the heirs male of William Dickson, the son, 
“the eldest surviving son to take the whole as tenant in tail.” By an 
order of the Chancery Division made in 1878 (Dickson v. Dickson, 1878, 
W.N. 187), it was declared that the effect of this devise was to give William 
Dickson, the son, an estate tail, the will having been construed by Jessel, 
M.R. William Dickson, the son, executed two disentailing deeds, one in 1875 
and the other in 1878, and the court held that the former deed was effective 
as to the residuary realty, and did not extend to the specifically devised 
estatesas to which Patrick Dickson was tenant for life; but that the deed of 
1878 did extend to the latter estates, but as the tenant for life was not a 
consenting party thereto, the effect of it was to create a base fee in William 
Dickson, the son, liable to be divested by his death without male issue at 
any time, an event which did not happen. Uponan application made under 
the Settled Estates Act, 1877, the specifically devised estates were ordered 
to be sold, and the one-third share of William Dickson, the father, was paid 
into court. The disentailing deed of 1878 operated upon all the moneys 
which had been or should be received from the sale of the said hereditamente, 
as well as the lands unsold. William Dickson, the son, diedin 1887, having 
by his will given all his real and personal estate to his wife Frances for her 
life, and thereafter he devised all his real estate to his son William Dickson 
the grandson, and the residue of his personal estate to his three survivin 
daughters. Patrick Dickson died in March, 1920, without everhaving h 
any issue, and on a petition for payment of the fund out of court presented 
by William Dickson, the grandson, and the trustees of the marriage settle- 
ment, the question arose whether it was real estate or personal estate. 
Russell, J., held that the effect of s. 71 of the Fines & Recoveries Act, 1833, 
was to convert it into personal estate. The section is as follows: ‘‘ Lands 
to be sold whether freehold or leasehold, or of any other tenure, where the 
money arising from the sale thereof shall be subject to be invested in the 
purchase of lands to be settled, so that any person, if the landswere purchased, 
would have an estate tail therein, and also money subject to be invested in 
the purchase of lands to be settled, so that any person, if the lands were 
purchased, would have an estate tail therein, shall for all the purposes of 
this Act be treated as the lands to be purchased, and be considered subject 
to the same estates as the lands to be purchased would, if purchased, have 
been actually subject to; and all the previous clauses in this Act, so far as 
circumstances will admit, shall, in the case of lands to be sold as aforesaid 
being either freehold or leasehold, or of any other tenure, except copy of 
court roll, apply to such lands in the same manner as if the lands to be 





purchased with the money to arise from the sale thereof were directed to 
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be freehold, and were actually purchased and settled . . . . and shall in 
the case of money subject to be invested in the purchase of lands to be so 
settled as aforesaid, apply to such money in the same manner as if such 
money were directed to be laid out in the purchase of freehold lands, and 
such lands were actually purchased and settled; save and except that in 
every case where under this clause a disposition shall be to be made of 
leasehold lands for years absolute or determinable, so circumstanced as 
aforesaid or of money so circumstanced as aforesaid, such leasehold lands 
or money shall, as to the person in whose favour or for whose benefit the 
disposition is to be made, be treated as personal jestate, and, except in 
case of bankruptcy, the assurance by which the disposition of such leasehold 
lands or money shall be effected shall be an assignment by deed, which 
shall have no operation under this Act unless inrolled in His Majesty's 
High Court of Chancery within six calendar months after the execution 
thereof.” By the Settled Estates Act, 1877, s. 34, all moneys received upon 
any sale under the Act and paid into court are to be applied, as the court 
may from time to time direct, in the purchase or redemption of land tax, 
tithe rent-charge, or quit rents, the discharge of incumbrances, the purchase 
of other hereditaments to be settled in the same manner as the hereditaments 
in respect of which the money was paid, or in the payment to any person 
becoming absolutely entitled. The petitioners appealed. 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

Lord Stern DALE, M.R., having stated the facts and read the above section, 
said that the section was long and complicated, but it had been argued that, 
if it was only read intelligently,its meaning would become clear and accurate. 
The real question was whether the language of the section provided that in 
the case of “‘ money so circumstanced”’ such money should be treated 
for all purposes as personal estate, or whether it only meant that the money 
should be so treated for the purpose of transfer, disposition and convey- 
ancing. Russell, J., held that, apart from that section, the money would 
have passed as real estate, and he also held that the petitioner had never 
elected to take it as personalty—in fact he had never been in a position 
so to elect. It was quite clear that the provisions of s. 71 applied just as 
much to the bage fee which was here created as to an estate tail. Ther 
was no judicial authority upon the point ; the only approach to an authority 
was a passage in Hayes on Conveyancing (vol. I, p. 187, ed. 1840), where 
the author expressed the opinion that the provisions of the section were 
merely intended to facilitate conveyancing. Russell, J., had held that th 
section converted the property into personal estate, but his Lordship 
thought that the right construction was that adopted in Hayes on Convey 
ancing, and the language of the section taken as a whole lent itself to that 
construction. The whole section must be construed as one; it would not 
be right to stop at the words “treated as personal estate’ and to construe 
the succeedingwords as a separate and independent provision ; otherwise the 
object of the provisions of the Act, the title of which showed that it was 
passed in order to simplify and facilitate assurances, might be defeated. 
As the provision applied to a base fee, as well as to an estate tail, the result 
of saying that it effected a conversion might be to hold up money from being 
invested in land until it was seen whether there was a failure of male issue. 
The decision of Russe]l, J., was wrong and the appeal must be allowed. 

WarrincrToy, L.J., and Younger, L.J., delivered judgment to the same 
effect, the former observing that the disentailing deed of 1878 did not 
express any election on the part of the tenant in tail to treat the property 
as personalty, and he could not have elected in such a way as to have 
the fund paid out to him, and referring to Re Monckton (1913, 2 Ch. 136) 
CounseEt, Clauson, K.C., and Horsley; Cecil Turner; H. F. Greenland. 
Souicitors, Warrens ; Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 


[Reported by H. LAnororp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re NICHOLLS: HUNTER ». NICHOLLS. Eve, J. 


Witt—ExecutTion—UNAtTrestep WILL—-ENcLOSED IN ENVELOPE— State 
MENT ON ENVELOPE SIGNED AND AtTTESTED—Reat Estatre—Law or 
Cunte—WI1ts Act, 1837, s. 9. 


12th April. 


A will, signed by the testator but unattested, was enclosed in a sealed envelope, 
which was endorsed with a statement that the enve lope contained the testator’ « 
testamentary dispositions. The statement was signed by the testator and by 
five witnesses. 


Held, thet the envelope and document contained in it constituted one instru 
ment and that the execution was a sufficient execution in accordance with the 


Wills Act, 1837. 


This was a summons asking whether a will executed in accordance with 
the formalities required by the Civil Code of Chile was capable of passing 
real estate in England. The testator was an Englishman by birth but had 
acquired a domicile of choice in Chile. He died in London on 4th March, 
1917, while on a temporary visit, and letters of administration with a copy 
of the translated will annexed had been granted to the plaintiff. On 7th 
January, 1917, the testator made a closed or secret will at [quique in Chile 
in accordance with the provisions of the Civil Code of Chile relating to such 
a will. The will was signed by the testator but not witnessed and was 
enclosed in a sealed envelope on which there was endorsed a statement 
headed “ Will,”’ and setting outat length that the testator hadstatedin the 
presence of the five witnesses thereon named, with full names and addresses 


is 


| 





established practice 





that the sealed envelope contained his testamentary dispositions. The 
statement was signed by the testator and the five witnesses and sealed 
with the seal of the notary before whom it was made. The witnesses in 
fact signed in the presence of the testator. The will was registered at 
Iquique in September, 1917. By the terms of the will the testator nomin- 
ited all his children his universal heirs as therein mentioned. The testator's 
state consisted of considerable personal property in Chile and England, 
und certain real estate in the County of Cornwall. By the Chilian Civil 
Code a closed or secret will must be made before a notary public and 
tive witnesses. The questions raised by the summons were (1) whether the 
plaintiff was a trustee for the heir-at-law of the testator of the real estate 
in England and (2) whether the will was duly executed according to the 
provisions of the Wills Act, so as to pass the real estate to the devisees under 
According to the law of Chile the signature of the testator and 
witnesses on the envelope was equivalent to such signatures being on the 
will itself, the will and cover forming one document. The reason of the 
signatures being on the cover was only to prevent the witnesses knowing 
the actual contents of the will. 

Eve, J. said the question was whether the envelope and document con- 
tained in it constituted one instrument and whether the indorsement on 
the envelope was a sufficient execution of that instrument in accordance 
with the Wills Act. The will consisted of the writing on the cover of 
the envelope incorporating the enclosed document which was proved to 
have been in existence when the writing on the cover was signed. Primd 
facie the endorsement on the envelope amounted to a testamentary document 
having been admitted to probate. His lordship could not limit the opera- 
tion of the indorsement to a mere statement that the will was to be found 
within. It was equivalent to a statement by the testator made in the 
presence of an adequate number of witnesses that the document therein 

mtained was his will and that his property was to be distributed according 
to its terms. It was impossible to treat the envelope as divorced from its 
ontents. The testator had executed a will which was effectual to pass 
his real estate in England, which accordingly went to the devisees therein 
named Counsel, C. A. Bennett ; Gover, K.C. and Dighton Pollock ; Clayton, 
K.C., and Gavin Simonds, Soricirors, W. J. Hunter; Robbins, Olivey 
and Lake for Grylls & Paige, Redruth, 


the will 


Reported by 8. E. WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law.) 

CONSETT INDUSTRIAL AND PROVIDENT SOCIETY LTD. ». 
CONSETT IRON CO., LID. 

15th, 17th, 22nd, 25th February, Ist, 3rd, 8th, 11th, 14th, 
16th March, and 22nd April. 


Peterson, J 


RESERVATION OF ManoriaL Riauts—Ricut to Suprort or SurFacE— 
COMMERCIAL PRACTICABILITY OF WORKING WITHOUT 
LANCHESTER IncLoSURE Act, 1773. 


HU BSIDENCI 


CAUSING SUBSIDENCE 


Where it is 
the surface and there 


commercially practicable fo work mines without letting down 
no established practice of mining tm one particular 
urface, the Court will restrain the le fling down of the 


istrict to let down the 
urface. 

The reason ng in Consett Waterworks Co.v. B 
be reconciled with the reasoning in Butterknowle Colliery Go. ¥. 
Auckland Industrial Co (1906, A.C. 305) 


n (22 Q.B.D. 702), cannot 
Bishop 


oper itive Co. 


This was an action in which the plaintiffs claimed a dec larationand an 
injunction to restrain the defendants from letting down the surface of the 
plaintiffs’ land. The plaintiffs were the owners of part of Lanchester Moor 
near Durham and the land had been allotted to their predecessors in title 
under the provisions of the Lanchester Inclosure Act, 1773. This act 
had been considered by the court in the case of Consett Waterworks Co, v, 
Ritson (supra), and in Benfieldside Local Board v, Consett Iron Company, 
(1877, Q.R. 3 Ex. D. 54). The defendants were the mining lessees of 
the lords of the manor, the successors in title of the Bishop of Durham. 
Che Court of Appeal had held in the case of Consett Waterworks Co. v. 
Ritson that under the language of the Lanchester Inclosure Act, 1773, the 
Bishop and his assigns had the right to work the mines in such a way as 
to let down the surface of the land without cither paying damages or 
making compensation to the persons injured 

PETERSON, J . ifter stating the facts and examining the provisions of 
the Act and reviewing the evidence stated the following three con lusions : 
1) The reasoning of the members of the Court of Appeal in Consett Water- 
works Co. v. Ritson (supra) cannot be reconciled with the views expressed 
by the House of Lords in Butterknowle Colliery Co. v. Bishop Auckland 
[Industrial Co-operative Co. (supra). (2) Both at the time of the Lanchester 
Inclosure Acts 1773, and thenceforward till now it always has been and is 
ommercially practicable to work the mines without ietting down the 
urface and (3) at the date of the Lanchester Inclosure Act, 1773, the 
of miningin this particular district was notsuch that the 
inevitable consequence of employing it was subsidence. I make a 
declaration that the plaintiffs are entitled to prevent the defendants 
from letting down the surface of their land and grant a consequential 
junction to restrain such letting down. 

CounseL: Tomlin, K.C., and MacSwinney; Hughes, K.C., Maugham, 
©., and F. K. Archer. Sorscrrors: Rider, Heaton, Meredith & Mills for 
Rawk a Johnaon 4 Co., for Coope 


W. Jennings & Son, Bishop Auckland ; 
Goodyer, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 


K 
j. 
t- 


(Reported by L. M. MAY, Parrister-at-Law.) 
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In re WALLER: GOODWIN v. SCOTT. Russell, J. 15th April. 


Wiit_—Testator pecominc LuNaTIC AFTER DATE OF ORDER OF CoURT 
ror Investment or Mowngy is Stock—Ricuts or Sreciric aNnD 
Resipvary Lecaters—ApgmptTion—Luwacy Act, 1890 (53 Vict. c. 5), 
8. 123. 
There can be no question of ademption in the case of a residuary gift 

where a testator, after making his will, leaving his stocks to A and his residue 

to B, became lunatic, and under an Order of Court the money at his bank was 
invested in stock, Section 123 of the Lunacy Act, 1890, did not apply, and 

A took the stock. 


In re Frier (1882, 22 Ch. D. 622) applied. 





This was an originating summons to determine who was entitled to a 
cortain sum of stock, The facts were as follows: The testator made his 
willin 1911 leaving to the defendant all his stocks, shares and other invest- 
ments, and leaving the residue of his property to the plaintiff, and appointing 
the plaintiff his executor. He subsequently became of unsound mind. 
By an order in lunacy, £500 cash at his bank was paid into court and 
invested in India stock and remained so invested until his death. Section 123, 
a-8. (1), of the Lunacy Act, 1890, is as follows: “‘ The lunatic his heirs 
executors administrators next-of-kin devisees legatees and assigns shall 
have the same interest in any moneys arising from any sale mortgage or 
other disposition under the powers of this Act which may not have been 
applied under such powers as he or they would have had in the property 
the subject of the sale mortgage or disposition if no sale mortgage or 
disposition had been made and the surplus moneys shall be of the same 
nature as the property sold mortgaged or disposed of.’’ Counsel for the 
plaintiff submitted that the payment into court was a conversion of a 
chose in action into money, and that accordingly these were “ moneys 
arising from a disposition.’ Within s. 123 those moneys can be followed 
into the investment, and the plaintiff is entitled to it. It was intended 
by s. 123 that nothing done in a lunacy should effect an ademption. 
Counsel for the defendant submitted that s. 123 did not apply. No 
question of ademption arises in connection with a residuary gift. The 
old law is clearly stated by Chitty, J., in the case of In re Frier (supra). 
In this case the defendant is entitled to the stock as if the testator had 
made the investment himself. 

Russet, J., after stating the facts, said: This case is not within s. 123 
of the Lunacy Act, 1890. That section deals with specific property being 
converted into cash, and the cash being, in fact, undisposed of at the 
lunatic’s death. It does not apply to the present case. The old law 
prevails unaffected by the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1853, s. 119, dealing 
with conversion of land, or the Act of 1890 extending to all classes of 
property. The stock belongs to the defendant. There can be no ademp- 
tion of residue.—Counset, Vaisey; Underhill. Soticrrors, Hyman 
leaacs, Lewis & Mills for C. Burt Brill, of Brighton; Greene & Underhill. 


[Reported by L. M. MayY, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. MOLLOY. April 11. 


Osama, Law—InpioctMent Count—Two SEPARATE FELONIES CHARGED 
ALTERNATIVELY—SEPARATE Orrences—DIrreRENT FACTS—INVALIDITY 
-InpicTmMents Act, 1915 (5 & 6 Geo. V, c. 90), sched. L., r. 5. 


Where an indictment was framed under 8.8, 8-8. 1, of the Larceny Act, 1916, 
stating in one count two different offences, namely, the stealing of fixtures, or 
in the alternative, the ripping, cutting, severing, or breaking of fixtures with 
intent to steal them, it was held that the indictment was bad and the conviction 
must be quashed. 


Appealagainst conviction. The appellant was convicted on anindictment 
which charged him with larceny contrary to s. 8, s-s. 1, of the Larceny Act, 
1916, and was sentenced to three years’ penal servitude. The indictment 
on which he was convicted contained a count in the following form :— 
“* Statement of offence.” ‘ Larceny contrary to s. 8 (1) of the Larceny 
Act, 1916, Particulars of offence: John Molloy on 8th January, 1921, 
at Longton, in the county borough of Stoke-on-Trent, in the county of 
Stafford, stole, or with intent to steal, ripped and severed or broke, one grate, 
one iron boiler, with door and frame, two iron water cisterns and quantity 
of lead piping of the total value of £11 10s., the property of William Martin, 
situate in High Street, Longton, in the said county borough of Stoke-on- 
Trent."" The evidence adduced at the trial in support of the charge was 
that three days before the date alleged in the indictment as being the 
date of the offence charged, the fixtures in question were in their normal 
condition. On 8th January, the articles had been severed and removed 
and some of them smashed,and on the same day the prisoner was seen loading 
some of the things on a barrow from an outhouse, and was taking them away 
when he was arrested. He said that the things had been given to him by a 
bricklayer. It was contended on the appellant's behalf that the conviction 
could not stand,on the ground that the indictment charged, in one count, two 
separate and distinct felonies alternatively. It was also contended that 
the form given in Archbold’s Criminal Pleading (25th ed.), at page 553, 
which was followed in this case, was not justified by the Indictments Act, 
1915, sched. L, r. 5; and that the appellant could not, on the indictment 
and the evidence adduced in support of the charge, be convicted of larceny 
at common law. The court quashed the conviction. 
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Sankey, J.J.). His lordship read the indictment as set out above, and 
referred to s. 8 (1) of the Larceny Act, 1916, which enacts that “‘ Every 
person who (1) Steals, or, with intent to steal, rips, cuts, severs or breaks 
(a) any glass or woodwork belonging to any building; or (6) any metal or 
utensil or fixture, fixed in or to any building ; or (c) anything made of metal 
fixed in any land being private property, or as a fence to any dwelling-house, 
garden, or area, or in any square or street, or in any place dedicated to 
— use or ornament, or in any burial ground....shall be guilty of 
elony, and on conviction thereof liable to be punished as in the case of 
simple larceny.” His lordship then stated the facts as above set out, and 
said that the particulars of the offence stated, apart from the question of 
duplicity, showed clearly that the indictment was intended to be one under 
s. 8, s-s. (1) of the Larceny Act, 1916. It must be borne in mind that that 
sub-section, which is taken from the Larceny Act of 1861, which in its turn 
is taken from an Act of Geo. IV, was intended to meet the case of persons 
stealing fixtures, which, but for the statute, would not have been the subject 
of larceny at all because they were part of the realty. This indictment 
charged the appellant that he did one of two things in the alternative, 
that he either stole the fixtures, or that, with intent to steal them, he ripped 
and severed them. It was necessary to observe that these two offences 
were not necessarily committed by one and the same act. In other words, 
the act done might constitute one of the offences, but might not constitute 
the other. A man might, with intent to steal, rip or sever fixtures, but yet 
might never steal them at all. In order to steal them he must take them, 
or at allevents, move them away, after they were detached. That being so, 
it was obvious that the indictment charged the appellant in one count with 
two felonies in the alternative. It charged him with the felony of stealing 
the fixtures, and in the alternative, with ripping them with intent to steal 
them. Upon the authorities it was clear that such an indictment was bad 
in law, unless, as had been suggested, it could be cured by any provision 
in the Indictment Act, 1915. The authorities made it clear that where two 
offences were charged together in the same count, the indictment was bad 
for duplicity. So, according to the law prior to the Indictment Act, 1915, 
offences charged in the alternative in one count always made the indictment 
bad for uncertainty. It was suggested that the indictment could be 
supported under r. 5 of sched. | to the Indictment Act, 1915, which provided 
that ‘‘where an enactment constituting an offence states the offence to be 
the doing or the omission to do any one of any different acts in the alterna- 
tive, or the doing or the omission to do any act in any one of any different 
capacities, or with any one of any different intentions, or states any part 
of the offencein the alternative, the acts, omissions, capacities, or intentions, 
or other matters stated in the alternative in the enactment, may be stated 
in the alternative in the count charging the offence.” The question was 
whether s. 8 s-s. (1) of the Larceny Act, 1916, was an enactment which stated 
the offence to be the doing or the omission to do any one of different acts 
in the alternative. It dealt with two different acts. It was not dealing 
with the doing of one act in alternative ways. It dealt with two different 
acts, namely, the act of stealing and the act of ripping with intent to steal. 
Therefore, it did not come within the words of r. 5 as an enactment which 
stated the offence t» be the doing of an act in alternative ways. The 
sub-section (s. 8 (1) of the Larceny Act, 1916), in fact, in the second part 
of it was an illustration of the case with which the rule was intended to 
deal with. It enacted that if a person rips fixtures, or severs or breaks 
them, with intent to steal them he commits an offence. The rule, therefore, 
authorised a person to be charged that he either ripped or severed or broke 
the fixture with intent to stealthem. There was nothing in the rule which 
authorised a person to be charged that he either stole fixtures, or did the 
other act of ripping or severing or breaking with intent to steal. In fact, 
counsel’ for the Crown very properly admitted that the only argument 
which could support the indictment would lead to the conclusion that r. 5 
authorised a man to be charged in one count that he either stole or forged a 
cheque. The rule was never intended to cover such a case as that. Refer- 
ence had been made to the form given in Archbold’s Criminal Pleading 
(25th ed.), at page 553, where the form of indictment was in the form of 
the indictment in this appeal. It was at first supposed that the form in 
Archbold was one of the authorised forms. But that was not so. None of 
the authorised forms justified the charging of two separate felonies in one 
countin thealternative. Notwithstanding the general accuracy of Archbold, 
the court must say that on tais occasion the form on page 553 was incorrect 
and must not be followed. There remained the question whether, on the 
indictment, the prisonercould be properly convicted of any offence. The 
learned recorder did not direct the jury that it was necessary that they should 
come to the conclusion that the prisoner had himself ripped or severed the 
fixtures with intent to steal them. The only evidence against him was 
that he was seen one morning coming from the shed where the fixtures which 
had been ripped or severed were deposited. He was seen coming with 
some of them loaded on a wheelbarrow. That, of itself, was no evidence 
that he was the person who ripped or severed them. It was quite consistent 
with the ripping or severing having been done by someone else. If the 
risoner had been convicted of simple larceny of these things from the shed, 
e might have been convicted because the things had ceased to be fixtures. 
But it seems quite clear that he was not liable under the indictment to be 
convicted of simple larceny. Reg. v. Gooch (1838, 8 C. & P. 293), was a 
direct authority for that. In those circumstances although the point was 
not taken by the prisoner, it must, nevertheless, be decided according to 
law, and the conviction must be quashed.—CounseL, David. Davies ; J. H. 
Thorpe. Sorsctrors, Registrar of Court of Criminal Appeal; Director of 
Public Prosecutions. 





Avory, J., delivered the judgment vf the Court (Daruine, Avorny, and 


{Reported by T. W. Moroan, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
High Court—King’s Bench 


Division. 
GLOSSOP and ANOTHER v. ASHLEY. 10th March. McCardie, J. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—STANDARD ReEnNt—OriGinaL Lease—Sus.- 
TENANT—EXPIRATION OF LEASE—SUB-TENANT BECOMING TENANT AT 
Repucep Rent—Norice tro Pay Oricina Rent—INcREASE OF 
Rent anD Mortcace Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920 (10 & 11 
Geo. V, c. 17), 8. 3 (i), 12 (i). 


A lease of a public-house was granted in L911 by the plaintiffs’ predecessors 
in title for five years at the rent of £130 a year toa brewery company without any 
covenants to purchase liquors. The brewery company sub-let to the defendant 
ata rent of £40 a year, with usual covenants as to purchasing liquor from the 
brewery company. The rent was subsequently reduced to £24 a year and this 
was the rent in force on August 3rd, 1914. In August, 1916, the head lease 
came to an end and was not renewed, and the defendant became a quarterly 
tenant to the plaintiffs at a rent of £30 a year. On March 23rd, 1920, the 
plaintiffs duly gave the defendant notice to quit, and also gave him a notice 
that if he held over after June 24th, 1920, the rent would be £130 a year, under 
the lease of 1911, as that was the standard rent. The defendant refused to pay 
the said increased rent and the plaintiffs sought to recover possession. 


Held, that the defendant had not assented to the increase by remaining in 
possession ; and thal the plaintiffs could not raise the rent to £130, as the standard 
rent was that paid by the occupying tenant on August 3rd, 1914, viz. £24, the 
rent in force at that date. 


Action tried by McCarpte, J. 


The predecessors in title of the plaintiffs, who were mortgagees 
in possession, let the ‘King’s Arms,” at Crich, Derby, to the 
Chesterfield Brewery Company, for five years, without any covenants 
to purchase liquors, at the rent of £130 per annum. In October, 1911, 
the brewery company sub-let to the defendant upon a quarterly 
tenancy at the rent of £40 per annum. The defendant covenanted to pur- 
chase liquors from the company in the usual way. The rent of £40 was 
subsequently reduced to £24 a year, and on August 3rd, 1914, this reduced 
rent was in force. Later, there was a reduction of rent to £15 a year. In 
August 1916, the lease of the brewery company came to an end,and they 
did not renew it, and the defendant then became tenant to the plaintiffs at 
the rent of £15 until February 1918, when a written agreement was entered 
into; the defendant becoming a quarterly tenant of the plaintiffs, at the 
rent of £30 a year, the tenant to use the premises only as a public-house. 
On March 23rd, 1920, the plaintiffs gave duc quarterly notice to quit on 
June 24th, 1920, and they also gave notice the same day to the defendant 
that if he held over after June 24th, 1920, the rent would be at the rate of 
£130 per annum—the rent under the original lease of 1911. They alleged 
that that was the standard rent on August 3rd, 1914, by the Increase of 
Rent and Mortgage Interest (War Restrictions) Act, 1915. The defendant 
remained, under the Rent Restrictions Acts, and always refused to pay 
rent at £130 a year, and he tendered rent duly at the rate of £30 a year, 
and the plaintiff claimed possession. The Increase of Rent and Mortgage 
Interest (Restrictions) Act, 1920, provided by s. 12 (1) that (a) ‘ the expres- 
sion ‘ standard rent’ means the rent at which the dwelling house was let 
on the third day of August, or where the dwelling house was not let on that 
date, the rent at which it was last let before that date, or in the case 
of a dwelling house which was first let after the said third day of August, 
the rent at which it was first let. . | .”’ 

McCarpte, J., in giving judgment, said it was clear the common law 
tenancy came to an end on June 24th, 1920, and the defendant became a 
“statutory tenant.’’ Section 3 of the Act of 1920s.s.(1) provides that nothing 
shall be taken to authorise any increase of rent except in respect of a period 
during which but for this Act the landlord would be entitled to possession.”’ 
His lordship said that he deemed it to be reasonably clear (so far as anything 
in that complicated legislation might be said to be clear), that a tenant 
also held over under the Acts might assent to a permissible increase and 
become bound in respect thereof. Butin this case the tenant did not assent 
to the increased rent of £130, by remaining in possession after notice. That 
was the proper inference to be drawn from the facts; and the notice of 
March 23rd, 1920, did not operate to secure the landlords the increased rent 
apart from the assent of the tenant. But there was nothing to prevent 
a landlord raising any rent to the standard rent, and the question in the 
present case was what was the standard rent. Upon the whole he came to 
the conclusion that the rent to be considered in each case was the rent 
paid by the occupying tenant and in that case it was £24 only, the only 
rent which could be sued and distrained for. He did not think that the 
plaintiffs could say that the standard rent was to be fixed by the rent of 
£130, payable by the brewers to the owners of the premises under the lease 
of August, 1911. There would be judgment for the defendant, with costs. 
CounseL:—Sandlands, for the Plaintiff; Ralph Thomas, for the defendant. 
Soxicrrors: Stevens, Son & Parkes; Gibson & Weldon, for Pym & Pym, 
Belper. 

[Reported by G. H. Kort, Barrister-at-Law, 


In Parliament. 


NEW STATUTES. 
On 28th April the Royal Assent was given to :— 
The Army and Air Force (Annual) Act, 1921. 
The Corporation of London (Bridge) Act, 1921. 
The Chatham and District Light Railways Company Act, 1921. 
The Liverpool Mineral and Metal Storage Company Limited (Delivery 
Warrants) Act, 1921. 
The South Metropolitan Gas Act, 1921. 





House of Lords. 
BILLS IN PROGRESS. 

On 28th April the Matrimonial Causes Bill was read a third time, and 
with some drafting amendments passed and sent to the House of Commons, 

On 28th April the Education (Consolidation) Bill was read a second time 
and committed to a Committee of the whole House. 

On 3rd May the Health Resorts and Watering Places Bill was brought 
from the Commons and read a first time. 

On 3rd May the Public Health (Tuberculosis) Bill, which has been intro- 
duced to meet the situation created by the passing of the National Health 
Insurance Act, 1920, under which sanatorium benefit ceased, was read a 
second time and committed to a Committee of the whole House. 


House of Commons. 
BILLS IN PROGRESS. 


On 29th April the Local Rates (Increase Prevention) Bill was read a 
second time and committed to a Standing Committee. 

On 2nd May the six Budget Resolutions were reported and agreed to and a 
Bill ordered to be brought in upon them. 

On 3rd May the Housing Bill was read a second time and committed to a 
Standing Committee. 

On 3rd May the Agriculture (Amendment) Bill was read a second time and 
committed to a Standing Committee. 


BILLS PRESENTED. 

Relief of Parliament Bill—‘ to provide for the relief of the Parliament 
of the United Kingdom by establishing subordinate Parliaments in England, 
Scotland and Wales, by making provision with regard to the exercise of 
executive or judicial authority ; and for other matters relating thereto,” 
presented by Mr. Murray Macdonald (Bill 82), (28th April.) 

Church of Scotland Bill—“ to declare the lawfulness of certain Articles 
declaratory of the constitution of the Church of Scotland in matters spiritual 
prepared with the authority of the General Assembly of the Church,” pre- 
sented by Mr. Munro (Bill 83), (28th April.) 

National Insurance ( Forces of the Crown) Bill—** to amend the Unemploy- 
ment Insurance Acts, 1920 and 1921, and the National Health Insurance 
Acts, 1911 to 1920, in their application to seamen, marines, soldiers, and 
airmen called up from the reserves or enlisted for short periods of service 
during an emergency and to men of the Reserves and Territorial Force 
during training,’ presented by Mr. Hilton Young (Bill 87). (29th April.) 

Finance Bill—** to grant certain duties of Customs and Inland Revenue 
(including Excise), to alter other duties, and to amend the Law relating to 
Customs and Inland Rev&nue (including Excise), and the National Debt, 
and to make further provision in connection with Finance,”’ presented by 
the Chairman of Ways and Means (Mr. James F. Hope), the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, and Mr, Hilton Young (Bill 90). (2nd May.) 

Liquor Traftic Local Veto (England and Wales) Bill—‘ to enable the 
parliamentary electors in prescribed areas by direct vote to prohibit the 
issue within such areas of licences for the sale of intoxicating liquors and also 
to prohibit the common sale or supply of such liquors in licensed premises, 
clubs, or elsewhere within such areas,” presented by Mr. Raffan (Bill 92), 

(3rd May.) 


Questions. 
LICENSING BILL. 


Mr. Batant (Lambeth, North) asked the Prime Minister if, failing an 
agreed Bill dealing with licensing reform, the Government intends to bring 
in a Billdealing with the question next Session ? 

The Prime Minister: It is the hope of the Government that this question 
may be dealt with by general agreement next Session, and having regard to 
the success which has attended efforts to secure agreement on other con- 
tentious subjects in recent years, I see no ground at present for anticipating 
the failure of our hopes. 

(28th April.) 

PRINCIPAL PROBATE REGISTRY. 
Mr. Srren (Stafford) asked the Financial Secretary to the Treasury 
whether he can inform the House of the position with regard to the depart. 
mental Whitley Council of the Principal Probate Registry, Somerset House, 
in connection with which it has been ruled that the question of staff re- 
organisation cannot be proceeded with as all powers relating to such 

















536 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 








Sanne 


questions are vested in the Lord Chancellor and the Treasury ; and whether 
if thisis the case, he willconsider the desirability of amending the Judicature 
Act of 1879 and bringing the employés of the Probate Registry, within 
the classification of the Civil Service ? 

Mr. Youne : [am not aware of the ruling referred to by the hon. member. 
A special Committee including officers of the Registry and representatives 
of the Lord Chancellor and the Treasury is at present considering the 
reorganisation of the Registry, and I am informed that an opportunity for 
discussing the Report of the Committee will be afforded to the Depart - 
mental Council before any decision upon it is taken. 28th April.) 


DIVORCE DECREES, INDIA, 
Mr. Renpaut (Gloucester) asked the Attorney-General whether, seeing 
that the considered judgment of the President of the Divorce Court on the 
validity of Indian divorces in the case of Keys v. Keys and Gray was given 
on 10th March, and that that judgment has invalidated the marriages of 
many hundreds of persons, whose marriages are thereby declared to be 
illegal, and the children of such marriages illegitimate, the Government 
intends to carry out its promise made by the Attorney-General on 
15th March to repair these terrible results of the East India Councils Act of 
1861, and introduce immediately legislation to regularise these unions and 
legitimise the children; and will such legislation when introduced fully 
secure the interests of such children if either parent has died before suc h 
legislation is passed ¢ 
Mr. Montacu: Yes,sir. Legislation will be introduced in another place 
at the earliest opportunity. The answer to the last part of the question is 
in the affirmative. (28th April.) 








New Orders, &c. 


County Court, England, Procedure. 
THE COUNTY COURT (No. 1) RULES, 1921. DATED APRIL 11, 1921. 

1. These Rules may be cited as the County Court (No. 1) Rules, 1921, 
and shall be read and construed with the County Court Rules, 1903 
[S.R. & O. 1903, No. 629), as amended. 

An Order and Rule referred to by number in these Rules means the 
Order and Rule so numbered in the County Court Rules, 1903, as amended. 
The Appendix referred to in these Rules is (except where otherwise stated) 
the Appendix to the County Court Rules, 1903, as amended. 

The County Court Rules, 1903, as amended, shall have effect as further 
amended by these Rules. 

ORDER LI. 
COURT AND OFFICES. 

2. On what days registrar to keep County Court office open. Order L., 
Rule 3, is hereby annulled and the following Rule shall stand in lieu 
thereof, viz. : 

** An office shall be kept open by the registrar at each place where the 
court of which he is registrar is held, and such office shall be kept open 
every day from ten o'clock in the morning until four o'clock in the afternoon, 
except on Christmas Day, Good Friday, the Saturday next after Good 
Friday, Easter Monday, Easter Tuesday, Whit Monday, the first Monday 
in August, or any day appointed by Royal Proclamation for a public fast, 
humiliation, or thanksgiving, or any day appointed for closing the same 
by the Lord Chancellor ; 

Provided that 

(a) the office on Saturday may be opened at ten o’clock in the morning 
and closed at one o’clock in the afternoon, or, may be opened at nine 
o'clock in the morning and closed at twelve o'clock noon, or if for any 
reason it would be more convenient that the office should be closed on 
some other day, the office may be opened and closed at either of such 
hours respectively on some other day of the week instead of Saturday, 
which day shall be fixed upon for such purpose by the Judge, and shall 
not afterwards be changed except by his leave ; 

(6) an office need not be kept open in more than one place within 
the district of a Court, although the Court is held at more than one 
place within the district, unless the Lord Chancellor otherwise orders ; 
and 

(c) during the days on which the Court is held in any place within 
the district other than the place where the registrar's office is situate, 
or during the days on which an office is open at such other place, the 
oftice may be closed in the place in which it is required generally to be 
kept open.” 

ORDER X. 

3. When plaintiff may require parti ulare of de fe nee [9 & 10 Geo. 5, e. 73, 
8. 24 (2) (6)}.—Order X., Rule 9a (1) is hereby annulled and the following 
Rule shall stand in lieu thereof, viz. : 

**In any action where there is a right of appeal under section 120 of 
the Act the plaintiff may at any time not less than seven clear days 
(or where the claim exceeds the sum of fifty pounds, twelve clear days) 
before the return day give notice to any defendant that he requires him 
to state in writing the nature of his defence, if any, to the action, and 
thereupon the defendant shall within four clear days from the service 
of such notice file a concise statement of his grounds of defence, if any, 
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FORMS. 

4. The following side note shall be added to paragraph 2 of Form 12 
in Part I. of the Appendix, viz. :— 

* N.B.— Where claim exceeds £5 strike out this paragraph.” 

5. Forms 23 and 25 in Part I. of the Appendix are hereby annulled, 
and the forms numbered 23 and 25 in the Appendix to these Rules shall 
stand in lieu thereof. 

6. In Form 247 in Part I. of the Appendix, after the space following 
the words “situate at,”’ there shall be inserted the following words :— 
“letona tenancy which has been duly determined by a 
notice to quit (or has expired).” 

LOWER SCALE. 

7. The following paragraph shall stand as paragraph 5a in the Lower 
Scale of Costs in Part LV. of the Appendix, viz. :— 

5a. 

“Where the amount claimed on a default summons exceeds £2 but 
does not exceed £5, there may be allowed to a solicitor for attending 
at Court to enter up judgment, where a day is fixed for the action to 
be disposed of, five shillings, or where the amount exceeds £5 but does 
not exceed £10, seven shillings.” 

HIGHER SCALE. 

8. The word * special’ in item 55in the Higher Scale of Costs in Part 1V 
of the Appendix, shall be omitted. 

%. The following item shall stand as item 62a in the Higher Scale of Costs 
in Part LV of the Appendix, viz. :— 





“ 62a. At Court to enter up judgment on 
a special default summons where a day is 
fixed for the action to be disposed of ”” - {/010 0 015 0/5015 0 





APPENDIX. 
23. 
DerauL? SUMMONS WHERE THE CLAIM OF THE PLAINTIFF DOES NOT 
EXCEED £10. 


| Heading as in ordinary summons, No, 22.) 


Take Notice that unless WITHIN EIGHT DAYS AFTER THE PERSONAL 
SERVICE OF THIS SUMMONS ON YOU, INCLUSIVE OF THE DAY OF SERVICE, you 
deliver to the Registrar of this Court, at [place of office], by post or otherwise, 
the NoTICE OF DEFENCE, annexed hereto, duly filled in, dated and signed 
by yourself or your solicitor, the plaintiff may, without giving any further 

proof in support of such claim than the 

£ «. d. | affidavit filed in Court herein, obtain 

Claim oe ove judgment and proceed to execution for 

the full amount claimed and costs pay- 

able forthwith or by such instalments as 
he may think fit. 

If you admit your liability for the 
~-| whole or part of the plaintiff's claim 
Total amount of, and desire the decision of the Court as 
del and costs ... j to the time and mode of payment thereof 

—~-—-f you may so state in your notice of 
defence and offer to pay the same, with 
the costs of the plaintiff on the amount 


Fee for plaint 


Solicitor’s costs 


Fee for substituted ) 





service ... ea 
admitted, at such time or by such 
~~ -] instalments as shall be specified in the 

notice. 


If vou deliver a notice of defence within the time above limited, the 
Registrar will send you by post notice of the day on which the action 
will be tried or disposed of. 

Dated this day of 

To the Defendant. Registrar. 
[N.B.—This summons must be served personally on the defendant within 
a period of twelve months from the date thereof, or within such extended 
period as may be allowed.) 

N.B.—YowrR SPECIAL ATTENTION IS DIRECTED TO THE INSTRUCTIONS ON 
THE BACK HEREOF, AND TO THE NOTICE OF DEFENCE OVERLEAF. 


[To be indorsed on the summons.] 


If you pay the debt and costs, as per margin on the other side, into the 
Registrar's Office, before the expiration of eight days from the date of 
service of this summons, inclusive of the day of service, and without deliver- 
ing a notice of defence or an admission, you will avoid further costs, UNLESS 
THE COURT ORDERS YOU TO PAY ANY FURTHER COSTS PROPERLY INCURRED 
BY THE PLAINTIFF BEFORE RECEIVING NOTICE OF SUCH PAYMENT. 

If you do not deliver a notice of defence or an admission, but allow 
judgment against you by default, you will save half the hearing fee, and 
the order upon such judgment will be to pay the debt and costs forthwith 
[or by instalments (to be specified as in plaintiff's written consent) ]. 

If you admit a part only of the claim, you must deliver the notice of 





and shall within the same time deliver to the plaintiff a copy thereof.” 


defence and admission within the time specified on the summons ; and you 
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may, by paying into the Registrar's office at the same time the amount 
so admitted, together with costs proportionate to such amount, avoid further 
costs, unless the plaintiff proves at the trial an amount exceeding your 
payment, or the Court orders you to pay any further costs properly incurred 
by the plaintiff before receiving notice of such payment. 

If you deliver the notice of defence, you may pay the debt and costs 
or, if you admit a part only of the claim, the amount so admitted, together 
with costs proportionate to such amount, into the Registrar's office at any 
time before the action is called on, and by so doing you may avoid further 
costs, unless the plaintiff proves an amount exceeding your payment, 
or the Court orders you to pay any further costs properly incurred by the 
plaintiff before receiving notice of such payment. 

If you intend to dispute the plaintiff's claim on any of the following 
grounds :— 

(1) That you have a set-off or counter-claim against the claim of the 
plaintiff ; 
(2) That you were under twenty-one when the debt claimed was con- 
tracted ; 
(3) That you were then, or are now, a married woman ; 
(4) That the debt claimed is more than six years old ; 
(5) That you have been discharged from the plaintiff's claim under any 
Bankruptcy Act; 
(6) That you have already tendered to the plaintiff what is due ; 
(7) That you have a statutory or equitable defence ; 
(8) That you intend to rely on fraud or misrepresentation ; 
you must in your notice of defence or in a subsequent notice to be delivered 
to the Registrar in duplicate, five clear days before the day fixed for the 
trial, set out a concise statement of your grounds of defence or of your set-off 
or counter-claim. 

If your DEFENCE be a SET-OFF or COUNTER-CLAIM, you must, with the 
notice thereof, also deliver to the Registrar a statement of the particulars 
thereof. 

If your DEFENCE be a TENDER, you must pay into Court the amount 
tendered. 

Novice OF DEFENCE. 
[To be annexed to summons. | 
MO. CE Piiat... cc cccisces 


In the County Court of* holden at 
*A.B. v. C.D. 
I INTEND TO DEFEND THIS ACTION. 
I do not owe the plaintiff any money because (@) 


[Lf the defendant admits the whole or part of the claim, add| 
I ADMIT THE PLAINTIFF'S CLAIM [or £ , part of the plaintiff's 

claim], and I offer to pay the same with the costs of the plaintiff on that 

amount, on the day of , 192 [or by 

instalments of 

EN tut k gaivaik pach déwaes wandn vende ea ekeeesenes 


ee ee ee 


(a) State shortly the facts relied on to support the defence, set-off or cou nter-claiin . 

(b) State shortly the facts relied on to support your contention of inability to pay 
except by instalments. 

(c) Here must be signed the name of defendant or of his solicitor, and in the latter 
case the words “ Solicitor for,” together with his address, must be prefixed. 

* To be filled in by the Registrar previous to issue of Summons. 

Nore.—This summons is to be printed on a half-sheet of salmon-tinted 
fuolscap paper (14 lbs. or thereabouts) with the ‘‘ Notice of Defence,” 
separated by a perforated line on a second half-sheet, so that it may be 
torn off for transmission to the Registrar. 


25. 
Srecia, DerauLt SUMMONS WHERE THE CLAIM OF THE PLAINTIFF EXCEEDS 
£10. 
[Heading as in ordinary summons, No. 22. 

Take Notice, that unless WITHIN EIGHT DAYS AFTER THE PERSONAL 
SERVICE OF THE SUMMONS ON YOU, INCLUSIVE OF THE DAY OF SERVICE, 
you deliver to the Registrar of this Court, at [place of office], by post or 
otherwise, AN AFFIDAVIT, WITH A COPY THEREOF, stating that you intend to 
defend this action and have a good defence thereto on the merits, and stating 
shortly the grounds of your defence, or that you have a set-off or counter 
claim which you intend to set up, and stating shortly the grounds of such 
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£ s. d, | support of such claim than the affidavit 
Claim eon : filed in Court herein, obtain judgment 
and proceed to execution for the full 
amount claimed and costs payable 
forthwith, or by such instalments as he 
may think fit. 

If you admit part of the claim, you 
may offer to pay the amount admitted 
Total amount of ’ at such time or by such instalments as 

debt and costs shall be specified in the affidavit. 

If you admit your liability for the 
whole of the plaintiff's claim and desire 
the decision of the Court as to the time 
and mode of payment thereof, you 
may, instead of delivering an affidavit, 

or if you admit your liability for part 
only of the plaintifi’s claim you may, when delivering an affidavit, deliver 
to the Registrar of this Court, within the time above limited, a notice that 
you admit your liability to pay the whole or part (to be specified in the 
notice) of the claim sued for, and offer to pay the same, with the costs of 
the plaintiff, on the amount admitted, at such time or by such instalments 
as shall be specified in the notice. 

A form of admission may be obtained from any Registrar 

If you deliver an affidavit, or a notice of admission, within the time above 
limited, the Registrar will send you by post notice of the day on which the 
action will be tried or disposed of, 

Dated thie .....<cccccecs MO OG ic scntccecticcesssdensverss 
To the Defendant. 

[N.B.—This summons must be served personally on the defendant within 
a period of twelve months from the date thereof, or within such extended 
period as may be allowed. | 

N.B.—YouwrR SPECIAL ATTENTION 1S DIRECTED TO THE INSTRUCTIONS ON 
THE BACK HEREOF. 


Fee for plaint 


Solicitor’s costs 


Fee for substituted 
service ove ) 





Registrar. 


| T'o be indorsed on the summons, } 


If you pay the debt and costs, as per margin on the other side, into the 
Registrar's office before the expiration of eight days from the date of 
service of this summons, inclusive of the date of service, and without 
delivering an affidavit or notice of admission, you will avoid further costs, 
UNLESS THE COURT ORDERS YOU TO PAY ANY FURTHER COSTS PROPERLY 
INCURRED BY THE PLAINTIFF BEFORE RECEIVING NOTICE OF SUCH PAYMENT. 

If you do not deliver an affidavit or notice of admission, but allow judg- 
ment against you by default, you WILL SAVE HALF THE HEARING FEE, and 
the order upon such judgment will be to pay the debt and costs forthwith 
[or by instalments (TO BE SPECIFIED AS IN THE PLAINTIFF'S WRITTEN 
CONSENT) }. 

If you admit a part only of the claim, you must deliver your affidavit 
within the time specified on the summons, with an admission as specified 
on the summons, and you may, by paying into the Registrar's office at the 
same time the amount so admitted, together with costs proportionate to 
such amount, avoid further costs, unless the plaintiff proves at the trial 
an amount exceeding your payment, OR THE COURT ORDERS YOU TO PAY 
ANY FURTHER COSTS PROPERLY INCURRED BY THE PLAINTIFF BEFORE 
RECEIVING NOTICE OF SUCH PAYMENT. 

If you deliver an affidavit or notice of admission, you may pay the debt 
and costs, or, if you admit a part only of the claim, the amount so admitted, 
together with costs preportionate to such amount into the Registrar's 
office at any time before the action is called on, and by se doing you may 
avoid further costs, unless the plaintiff proves an amount exceeding your 
payment, OR THE COURT ORDERS YOU TO PAY ANY FURTHER COSTS PROPERLY 
INCURRED BY THE PLAINTIFF BEFORE RECEIVING NOTICE OF SUCH PAYMENT. 

If you intend to dispute the plaintiff's claim on any of the following 
grounds : P 

(1) That you have a set-off or counter-claim against the claim of the 
plaintiff ; 
(2) That you were under twenty-one when the debt claimed was 
contracted H 
(3) That you were then, or are now, a married woman ; 
(4) That the debt claimed is more than six years old ; 
(5) That you have been discharged from the plaintiff's claim under any 
Bankruptcy Act ; 
(6) That you have already tendered to the plaintiff what is due; 
(7) That you have a statutory or equitable defence ; 
(8) That you intend to rely on fraud or misrepresentation ; 
you must in your affidavit of defence or in a subsequent notice to be 
delivered to the Registrar in duplicate, five clear days before the day fixed 
for the trial, set out a concise statement of your grounds of defence or of 
your set-off or counter-claim. 
” If your DEFENCE be a SET-OFF or COUNTER-CLAIM, you must, with the 
notice thereof, also deliver to the Registrar a statement of the particulars 


thereof. 
If your DEFENCE be a TENDER, you must pay into Court the amount 


tendered. 
Nore.—This summons to be printed on a half-sheet of blue foolseap 


paper (14 Ibs. or thereabouts). 
We, the undersigned persons appointed by the Lord Chancellor pursuant 
to section one hundred and sixty-four of the County Courts Act, 1888, and 
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section twenty-four of the County Courts Act, 1919, to frame Rules and 
Orders for regulating the practice of the Courts and forms of proceedings 
therein, having by virtue of the powers vested in us in this behalf framed the 
foregoing Rules, do hereby certify the same under our hands and submit 
them to the Lord Chancellor accordingly. 
Walworth H. Roberts, J. W. McCarthy. 
T. C. Granger. Arthur L. Lowe. 
W. M. Cann. A. H. Coley. 


Approved by the Rules Committee of the Supreme Court. 
Claud Schuster, 
Secretary. 
I allow these Rules, which shall come into force on the Ist day of June, 
1921. 
Birkenhead, C. 
Dated the Lith day of April 1921. 


Proclamation. 


The London Gazette of 3rd May contains a Proclamation, dated 30th 
April, under the Emergency Powers Act, declaring that by reason of the 
continued cessation of work in Coal Mines a state of emergency exists. 


Order in Council. 


The London Gazette of 3rd May contains an Order in Council, dated 
30th April, issuing new emergency regulations. 


Board of Trade Orders. 


GeRMAN Reraration Recovery (No. 7) Orper, 1921. 


The Board of Trade, in pursuance of the powers conferred upon them 
by Section 5 of the German Reparation (Recovery) Act, 1921, and of all 
other powers enabling them in that behalf, upon the recommendation 
of a Committee constituted under Section 5 of the said Act hereby make 
the following Order : 

1. This Order may be cited as the German Reparation Recovery (No. 7) 
Order, 1921. 

2. Any article of the following description shall be exempt from the 
provisions of the said Act, that is to say, any article which is proved to the 
satisfaction of the Commissioners of Customs and Excise to have been 
delivered by Germany to any Allied or Associated Power by way of 
reparation. 


28th April. Gazelle, 29th April. 


Coa, (Emercency) Surrtementary (No. 2) Directions, 1921. 


The Board of Trade in exercise of the powers conferred upon them by 
the Emergency Regulations, 1921, and of all other powers enabling them 
in that behalf, hereby direct as follows : 

1, The quantity of gas or electricity supplied or consumed in any 
district for the purpose of lighting any street or highway, or for any other 
public lighting, shall not exceed 50 per cent. of the quantity so supplied and 
consumed on the corresponding date in the year 1920, subject always to 
the proviso in Article 27 of the Coal (Emergency) Directions, 1921 (herein- 
after called “ the Principal Directions’). 

2. These Directions may be cited as the Coal (Emergency) Supplementary 
(No. 2) Directions, 1921, and shall be read with the Principal Directions 
and the Coal (Supplementary) Directions, 1921, as though they formed 
part thereof. 

3. These Directions shall come into force on the 26th day of April, 1921. 

25th April. Gazette, 29th April. 


Food Control Order. 


Tue Forms anp Documents (INTERPRETATION) OrnpeER, 1921. 


In exercise of the powers conferred upon them by the Ministry of Food 
(Continuance) Act, 1920, and the Ministry of Food (Cessation) Order, 1921, 
and of all other powers enabling them in that behalf, the Board of Trade 
hereby order as follows: 

1. Where after the date of this Order, any form or document is issued 
by or under the authority of the Board of Trade for the purposes of any 
Order for the time being in force under the Ministry of Food (Continuance) 
Act, 1920, and the Ministry of Food (Cessation) Order, 1921, or is issued 
by or under the like authority in exercise of any power under the Act 
and Order, and such form or document is headed “ Ministry of Food ” 
or is expressed to be issued by order of, or under the authority of, the 
Ministry of Food or the Food Controller, any reference to the Ministry 
of Food or the Food Controller shall be read as if it were a reference to the 
Board of Trade, and such form or document shall have effect accordingly. 

2. This Order may be cited as the Forms and Documents (Interpreta- 
tion) Order, 1921. 

8th April. 





Mr. Thomas Watt Smyth, of Victoria-road, Kensington, W., late Judge 
of the Punjab Chief Court, and author of a handbook of “ Acts and Regula- 


May 7, to2t 


Societies. 


The Society of Incorporated Accountants and 
Auditors. 


The Thirty-sixth Annual Meeting of this Society will be held at River 
Plate House, London, E.C., on Wednesday, 11th May, at 3 o’clock. The 
report of the Council shows that on December 3lst, 1920, the Society's 
Roll contained the names of 3,140 members, The Society’s Gold Medal 
for 1920 has been awarded to Mr. Henry Edward Colesworthy, London, and 
a Silver Medal to Mr. Henry Vincent Vale, Wolverhampton. The funds at 
the close of the year exceeded £13,500 exclusive of upwards of £5,000 
held for Benevolent Fund purposes. 

The Report contains the following :— 

During the Parliamentary Session of 1920, the question of the Standard 
of Auditors’ Qualifications was considered by the House of Commons in 
connection with the Audit Clause in Private Bills introduced by Municipal 
Corporations. The House of Commons declined to allow any alteration 
of the Audit Clause as passed by the Local Legislation Committee, pro- 
viding that the audit should be by members of the Institute of Chartered 
Accountants or of the Society of Incorporated Accountants and Auditors. 

The Council have had under consideration the question of the official 
Audit required by the Government Departments concerned where 
certain Treasury Grants are made towards the Expenditure of Local 
Authorities. A Treasury Committee has been appointed to consider 
the whole question of the audit of Exchequer Grants to Local Authorities, 
and Mr. C. Hewetson Nelson, Past President, submitted evidence to that 
Committee on behalf of the Council. 








Collusive Divorce. 


Mr. Justice Darling, in his summing up in a case at the Central Criminal 
Court on 28th April, says The Times, in which a woman was charged with 
committing perjury in an affidavit regarding her petition for divorce, 
said that one did not know how many times the Divorce Court had been 
deceived. One knew perfectly well that undefended cases in the Divorce 
Court were in an enormous proportion merely collusive. ‘‘ You know as 
well as I do,” his Lordship continued, ‘that those letters, ‘ My dear Billy, 
do return to your loving Kitty,’ are composed in solicitors’ offices and are 
not genuine letters at all. Everybody knows it although it is presumed 
that the Judge in the Divorce Court does not. Of course he does know it.” 

“Some of the Judges of the King’s Bench are getting to know it now,” 
added Mr. Justice Darling, “ because they have to go and take their turn 
in Divorce because divorce has become so popular that the King’s Bench 
even has to be dragged in. People who have retired are dragged back 
instead of being allowed to enjoy their old age in comfort because there are 
not Judges enough to deal with these cases—and what wonder, if people 
can come into the Divorce Court and treat the Divorce Court in this 
fashion ? ” 








The Juvenile Offender 


At a conference of the National Federation of Christian Workers at 
the Guildhall, on Monday, Mr. J. Herbert Lewis, M.P., Parliamentary 
Secretary of the Board of Education, presided, and dealt with the position 
of national education in reference to the children and young people belonging 
to the poorest classes. 

What, he asked, was the policy at the Board of Education to-day ? 
In all parts of the country the work of planning and preparation was going 
forward. Schemes were being drawn up, and 67 of them had already 
been before the Board. A start had been made in several areas with central 
schools. Continuation schools had been started by the London County 
Council, and at last the young were entering into theirinheritance. There 
was no indication of despair at the Board. The lines of advance were 
being carefully cleared. 

Mr. W. Clarke Hall (Magistrate, Old-street Police Court) said that if 
juvenile delinquents were given right conditions their number would be 

enormously decreased. In a large number of cases habitual criminals 

were the children who had been convicted in the first instance. The 

present system inevitably tended to the making of criminals. It was 

still possible to send boys and girls of 16 to prison and a good many wero 

sent, and though this was bad for boys it was even worse for girls. It 

was practically impossible to get homes to take girls on remand ; and this 

question of the provision of remand homes needed attention. f 
It was a great mistake to send boys to reformatory andindustrial schools. 

What was wanted was a boarding school that would take a boy or girl for 

afew months, and not four or five years as at present, in order to get 

them in the right line and then send them back again. It was only asa 

last resort that children should be sent to reformatory and industries 

schools, 





tions for the Punjab,” left estate of gross value £32,616. 
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Rotation of Crops. 


At a meeting of the Farmers’ Club at the Surveyors’ Institution, on 
Monday, Mr. T. Wibberley read a paper on “The Wibberley System of 
Arable Farming.” 

He pointed out that our present systems are based on the Norfolk system 
of cropping introduced 200 years ago, and that, whereas Norfolk has an 
annual average rainfall of from 20in. to 25in., the rainfall in most other 
areas is considerably higher. The Wibberley system is a cropping rotation 
designed to suit areas with a fairly heavy rainfall, and also to suit modern 
conditions of labour, and distribute sowing and harvesting more evenly 
through the year. The rotation is as follows :—First year, summer or 
autumn sown lea corn; second year, autumn sown tares, with Italian 
rye grass and clover; third year, rye grass and clover, and vetches, grazed 
or folded, followed in June and July by winter greens or winter forage 
crops ; fourth year, spring tares, with seeds for soiling, haying, orensilage; 
fifth year, seeds for hay ; sixth year, seeds grazed, It is especially suitable 
to stock-raising on arable land, and to the growing of green crops for soiling 


or hurdling. 








Companies. 
The Alliance Assurance Company, Limited. 


The Directors of this Company have resolved to declare at the Annual 
General Court, to be held on the 25th May, 1921, a dividend of 14s. per 
share (less income.tax) out of the profits and accumulations of the Company 
at the close of the year 1920. An interim dividend of 6s. per share (less 
income.tax) was paid in January last, and the balance of 8s. per share (less 
income-tax) will be payable on and after the 5th July next. 








Obituary. 
Judge Greenhow. 


The death occurred at his home, Warling Dean, Esher, on Saturday, of 
Mr. WiLL1AM THomas GREENHOW, who was County Court Judge of Leeds 
and Wakefield from 1880 to 1916. He was in his 91st year. 

The second son of Thomas Michael Greenhow, M.D., of Newcastle-on- 
Tyne, he was born on 6th February,1831, and he married, in 1857, Marion, 
daughter of the late Charles Martineau. His mother, who died in 1850, 
was also a Martineau, and was the sister of Dr. James Martineau, the well- 
known Unitarian minister, and of Harriet Martineau. He was educated 
at the Proprietary School, Edgbaston, and at University College, London. 
In 1854 he was called to the Bar, and joined the Northern Circuit and Durham 
Sessions. Later, when that circuit was divided, he joined the North-Eastern 
Circuit, and was leader of the junior Bar at the time of his appointment to 
his County Court judgeship. From 1870 to 1899 he was Recorder of 
Berwick-on-Tweed. 

He lived to be the oldest County Court Judge on the Bench, as it was not 
until he was past 85 that he resigned. He was happy in all his professional 
relationships, and though of a disposition which abhorred publicity, he had 
a great many friends, and was always on excellent terms with the ‘local 
Bar. His manner in Court combined courtesy and worldly wisdom with 
legal knowledge, and his dry humour would sometimes come out. To 
a well-known swimming master who appeared before him in difficulties, 
he said: ‘‘ What, cannot even you keep your head above water ?” 





Mr. C. N. S. Zeffertt. 


Mr. Cuarves N. 8S. Zerrertr, a well-known member of the Bar, died 
suddenly on the night of Thursday, 28th April, at his residence in Maida- 
vale, from heart disease. He was briefed to appear for the defence in a 
case which was in the list for hearing at the Central Criminal! Court the 
next day. The news of his death was conveyed to Judge Atherley-Jones 
by Dr. Graham Grant, Clerk of the Court, and the Judge gave expression 
to the sorrow with which the announcement had been received. Mr. 
Zeffertt was one of the counsel for the defence in the remarkable Turf con- 
spiracy charge which was tried at the Central Criminal Court last year. 
He was called to the Bar by the Middle Templ> in 1908. 








Legal News. 


Information Required. 


ALEXANDER FORBES, formerly of 12 Montague Place, Bryanston 
Square, W.—Information is required of the whereabouts of this gentleman 
or of his next-of-kin. Please communicate with S. B. Cohen, Dunn and 
Co., Solicitors, Audrey House, Ely Place, E.C.1, 














CORPORATE TRUSTEE & EXECUTOR. 


THE 


ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 


ACTS AS 
TRUSTEE of FUNDS amounting to 


£30,000,000. 


For Particulars apply to: 
Tue Secretary, HEAD OFFICE, ROYAL EXCHANGE, E.C.3. 
Tue ManaGer, LAW COURTS BRANCH, 29-30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C.1. 
Tag Trustee Manager, MANCHESTER BRANCH, 04-06, KING STREET. 














Appointment. 


The Attorney-General has appointed Mr. H. M. Giverny, of 2, Plowden- 
buildings, Temple, as Junior Counsel to the Treasury (common law), in 
succession to Mr. G. A, H. Branson, the newly-appointed King's Bench 
Judge. 


Dissolutions. 


Wittiuam Hvupert Sarru and Enwarp FiLetcner Emmet, Solicitors, at 
10, Fenchurch-buildings, E.C.3 (W. Hubert Smith & Co.) 31st day of 
March, 1921. 


CHarRLes Epwarp Wurrenovse and Ropert Wii.iams, Solicitors, at 
63, Temple-row, in the City of Birmingham (C, E. Whitehouse & Williams). 
3ist day of December 1920. 


Epwarp CartyLe McMvuicex, Francis Garrittp Braprorp and 
ReornaLp Thomas Puitiies Bennett, Solicitors, 9 Quality-ct., Chancery- 
lane, London W.C.2 (McMullen, Bradford & Bennett), 27th day of April, 
1921. 

D’Oyiey Scorr Ransom and Wittiam Henry Hutton, Solicitors, 
at number 24, Low-pavement, Nottingham (Ransom & Hutton). 3lst 
day of December, 1920. The said D'Oyley Scott Ransom will continue 
to carry on the said business under the style of Ransom & Hutton, 


Epwarp CartyLe McMvutien and Francis Garrietp Braprorp, 
Solicitors, Yeovil, Somerset (Trevor-Davies, McMullen & Bradford). 25th 
day of March, 1919. The said Francis Garfield Bradford will continue 
to carry on the said business under the style or firm of Trevor-Davies 
and Bradford. 


Freperick WitiiamM Hittand WiittraAm Gorpow Hii, Solicitors, at 
No. 113, Fenchurch-street,in the City of London (F. W. Hill& Son), 18thday 
of April 1921. Such business will be carried on in the future by the said 
William Gordon Hill under the style or firm of ‘* W. Gordon Hill,” at No. 3, 
East India-avenue, in the City of London, E.C.3. 


Ropert Leonarp, Lours F. Leonarp, Rospert Harrapine and F, 
Stater Pitpitcu (Leonard, Harradine & Pilditch), Alderman’s House, 
Bishopsgate, in the City of London, by the retirement of Robert Harradine, 
who will in future practise in his own name at Moorgate Station Chambers, 
in the City of London. The other pastners will continue to practise under 
the style of Leonard & Pilditch, at Alderman’s House aforesaid. 30th day 
of April, 1921. 


General. 


Mr. Richard Shaw Bond, of Croylands, Surbiton, a partner in Mesars, 
Shaw and Sons, law publishers and stationers, Fetter-lane, E.C., a member 
of the Surrey County Council, who died on 27th February, aged 77, has left 
£113,753 gross and £83,250 net. He gives £250 to the Church Missionary 
Society and £100 to the Surbiton Cottage Hospital. 


Alderman James Heald, of Oakwood, Allerton, Liverpool, and Peatswood, 
Market Drayton, Salop, a member of the Liverpool City Council and a 
magistrate, at one time in practice as a solicitor in Manchester and London, 
chairman of the Allerton District Council, 1910-13, who died on 14th 
February, left £208,067, the net personalty being £159,367. 


A soldier, charged at the Tower Bridge Police Court last Saturday with 
being an absentee, pleaded that he was about to return to Borden Camp 
when the Military Police arrested him at Waterloo. The Magistrate 
(Mr. Waddy).—I think you meant to go back, although you had over- 
stayed your leave, so I shall discharge you. I adopted this course with 
another soldier recently, and I find that the Military Police arrested him 
again as he left the Court. If thisis done in your case, get into communica- 
tion with me, and I willassist you to take the matter to another Court, 
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Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF ReGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Date EMERGENCY APPRAL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
“ Rora. No. 1. Evg. PRTERSON. 

Monday May 9 Mr. Synge Mr. Borrer Mr. Jolly Mr. Synge 
Tuesday ...... Ww Jolly Bloxam Synge Jolly 
Wednesday ... 11 Goldschmidt Synge Jolly Synge 
Thursday 12 Church Jolly Synge Jolly 
Friday .... . 13 Borrer Goldschmidt Jolly Synge 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr . Justice 

SARGANT. RUSSELL. ASTBURY. P.O. LAWRENCE, 

Monday May 9 Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Church Mr. Borrer Mr. Bioxam 
Tuesday ...... 10 Church Goldschmidt Bloxam Borrer 
Wednesday . ll Goldschmidt Church Borrer Bloxam 
Thursday...... 12 Church Goldschmidt Bloxam Borrer 
Friday. 13 Goldschmidt Church Borrer Bloxam 


The Whitsun Vacation will comme nee on Saturday, 14th May, 1921, and terminate on 
Tuesday, 17th May, 1921, inclusive. 


VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that all Policy Holiers should 
have a detailed valuation of their effects. Property is generally ve w4eo 

insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer accordingly. BENHAM, stor & sons 
(LIMITE D), 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known ~ Feta od Mchattel 
Sallipaeant (established over 100 years), have a staff 4 expert Valuers, and will be glad 
to advise those desiring valuations for any purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture 
works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality.—{ADVT.} 





~ . 

Winding-up Notices. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—PRiIpAY, Apri! 22. 

PINKNEY & Forster Lrp.—(reditors are required, on or be fave April 30, to send tn their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Leslie E. Brown, 5 & 7, 
Saville-row, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, liquidator 

DAVID WHITFIELD & Co. Ltp.—reditors are required, on or before May 23, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Joseph Wilfrid 
Shepherd, 78, King-st., Manchester, liquidator 

LINGTON ENGINEERING © ‘0. Ltp.—4 reditors are popes on or before May 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to E H Hawkins, 4, 
Charterhouse-#q., E.C., liquidator 

UNIVERSAL CATERING Co. Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Gold, 10, 
Basinghal|-st., |iquidator 

THR WesTeERN Woopworkers LTp.—Creditors are required, on or befora May 3, to send, 
thelr names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to R. G. Storey, 
8, Oxford-chmbrs., St. Stephen-st Bristol, liquidator. 

HineuamM Gas Co, Lrp .—Creditors are required, on or before May 10, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John James Middleton, 
195, Strand, liquidator. 

STAPYLTON Lanp & Property Co. Ltp.—reditors are required, on or before May 20, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Francis McBain, 
Royal Exchange, Middlesbrough, liquidator 

SOUTHAMPTON COLD Stores Ltp.—4'reditors are required, on or before May 16, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Henry Blakeley, 
14, Bride-la., E.C.4, liquidator. 

HUDDERSFIELD CLUB Co. Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 4, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Calvert Sharpe, 
Market-pl.-chmbrs., Huddersfield, liquidator. 
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SaN FRANCISCO DEL Ono Mintne Co. Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hugh 
Limebeer, 2, Broad-st.pl., liquidator 

Urvqvay East Coast RatLway Co. Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Ralph 
Ashton Hamlyn and Mr. Ralph Wilson Worsley, 1, Broad-st -pl., liquidators. 

Turner & Co. (GaRaGr & Works) Ltp.-(reditors are required, on or before May 5, to send 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Edward 
Green, 100 to 106, Moorgate Station-chmbrg., E.C.2, liquidator 

G, Dent Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 26, to send their names and addresses, 

the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. E. R. Carr, 45, London-rd., Leicester 
liquidator. 

THR ANDOVER CATHERINE- WHEEL Correk PuBLIC-Hovse Co. Lap. —Creditors are required, 
on or before June 2, to send in their names and addresses, and full particulars of their debts 
or claims, to John Mathieson Gillles, 37, Walbrook, liquidator. 


London Gazetle—Fripay, April 29. 


KNIGHTS MANUFACTURING Co. Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 9, to send in 
their names and addresses, and full particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Comins, 
50, Cannon-st., liquidator 

JAMES SIMMONDS & Co. (1914) Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and full particulars of their debts or claims, to Sam Wells Page, 30 
Lichfield-st., Wolverhampton, liquidator. 

PuTNEY MoToRS Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 31, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. DP. Stewart Bogle, 123-4, Fins- 
bury Pavement-house, E.C.2, liquidator 

CuHaprie & Co. (LIverroo.) Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 10, to send their 
names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Reginald Spencer Terry, 
41, North John-st., Liverpool liquidator. 

OLANO PLATINUM SYNDICATE LtTD.—Creditors are re quired, on or before May 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert John Milne, 
F.C.A., Pinners Hall, Austin Friars, liquidator 

Youne & BaRRACLOVGH LtpD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 26, to send in their 
names and addresses, and a So of their debts or claims, to Wilfrid Smaties, 
Ocean Chambers, Lowgate, wston-upon-Hull, or to Rupert Ramsbottom Parker, 
Marshal! Mills, Water-la., By fiquidators. 

Escorts Moror Co. Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 11, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Frank Peirson, 
17, Hertford-st., Coventry, or Maurice George Dadley, 16, Hertford-st., Coventry, 
liquidators. 





THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE AS TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
rorast THE OLarMs oF THE MippLesex Hosprrat, 
WI0n 18 URGENTLY If NEED OF FuNDs ror rts Humane Woax. 











Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette. FRIDAY, ao Al 22. 
The Disa’ Saliors’ & Soldiers’ Co-partner- 
ship poe = Ltd. 
Stockton Shipbuilding Syndicate Ltd. Curtis & Price Ltd. 
Putney Motors Ltd. Whalley & Co. Ltd. 
Newcastle Shipbuilding Co. Ltd. Pinkney & Forster Ltd. 
Mexborough Branch of the National Federa- Partridge, Jonea & Co. Ltd. 
tion D. & D. 8. 1.8. Cosy Club Ltd Ready & Son Ltd. 
J. Rouasillon & Co. Ltd. Teitigne t= % + 7° Homes Ltd. 
ndicate 


David Whitfield & Co. Ltd. 

H. L. Paget & Co. Ltd. fame Merchanting Co. Ltd. 

Casson Chemical Co. Ltd Gould & Gould Ltd. 

Vici Manufacturing Co. Ltd. Westward Ho! Worthing Ltd. 

The Longlands Cattle & Tobacco Farms The Erecto Toy Co. Ltd. 
Syndicate Ltd. 


Burrods Ltd. 
Lingerie Ltd. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 26. 
San Francisco Del Oro Mining Co, Ltd. 
Avenue Electric Theatres Ltd. 
Wm. Weller & Sons Ltd. 


Thomas & Oaten Ltd. 
Edward J. Goodwin Ltd. 
A. W. Metcalf & Co. Lid. 
Ernest J. Dyster & Co. Ltd. so, Young & Co. 

Overseas Contracts Ltd. United Kingdom Fasteners Ltd. 
Pontnewynydd Sheet & Sepeating Co. Ltd. Universal Catering Co. Ltd. 

The Kelston Shipping Co. The Andover Catherine- Wheel Coffee Pub'ic- 
The Knutsford Sea Co. Ltd. House Co. Ltd. 

Jarrott Limited 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Las? Day oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette—TvuxspDayY, April 19. 

BARTLEY, Jota, West Ham, Essex. July 1. Chas. C. Sharman, Stratford, E.16. 
—_ HANNAH JANE, Preston, . May 18. Douglas Houstoun, Duchy of 

neaste 
Boppy, CHARLES, Didsbury, Builder. May 31. F. 0. 8. Leak & Co., Manchester. 
BONTHRON, PETER, Tonbridge, Kent. May 17. Botterell & Roche, St. Mary Axe, B.C. 
BROOKE, DAME ALice SoPutA, France. May 21. Pollock & Co., Lincoln’s Inn- fields, W C2. 
——~ a ALEXANDER, Melton. May 23. Coward & Hawksley, Sons & Chance 

incl a C.3. 
Byrom, WILLIAM Sueeam, Verviers, Belgium, Yarn Merchant. May 20. Linklaters & 

Paines, Walbrook, E.C 

CLaRK, DANIEL, aa High-rd. May 19. W.R. Millar & Sons, St. Thomas’-st., 8.8.1. 
CLARKE, JOHN THOMAS, Somerset. May 3. Watts, Henley, Moore & Co, Yeovil. 
CRACKN CHARLES, Ipswich. May 14. Page & Ward, Ichester. 
CROSLAND, BENJAMIN, Kilburn. May 31. Frank Perkins, ‘South Milford. 
DENNY, THOMAS SHUCKFORD, Southwold. April 30. Cooper & Harrisson, Southwold. 
——— CAROLINE ELIZABETH Harntet, Chiswick. May 27. Graham ‘Gordon, Golden- 





8q., 

peti. ‘Mazor © a MILNE CHOLMELEY, Eaton-sq. May 31. Cunliffe, Blake & 
Mossman, Chancery-la., W. 

DuTTonN, JOHN, Chelteetord July 1. Chas. C. Sharman, Stratford, E.15. 

Eaoar, SAMUEL Joun, Epsom, Surrey. May 31. Thomas Eggar & Co., Brighton. 

EMAN, "Miss AGNES, Heavitree, Exeter. May 10. W. H. Stone, Exeter. 

FROST, Jouy, Wickhampbrook, nr. Newmarket, Farmer. May 28. N. B. Warner Bromiley, 
Blomfield-st., E.C.2. 

GILBY, GEORGE, Denston, nr. Newmarket, Harness Maker. May 28. N. B. Warner 
Bromley, Blomfleld-st., E.C.2. 

HALL, JouN, Darwen, Lancs, Overlooker. May 18 las Houstoun, Duchy of Lancaster. 

Horkinson, Georar, Huntington, Yorks, Farmer. y 31. Arthur Wood & Wright, 
Yorks. 

HUDDLESTON, PERCY a, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., Auctioneer. July 15. A. W. 
Stone & Co., Woolwich, 8.E.1 

Jones, Evita ‘Lesrer, Cardiff. bs 20. Merrils, Ede & Nicholls, Cardiff. 

LOVETT, ANNIE, Fulham. May 27. Graham Gordon, | eg *W.l. 

MALLETT, ELIZABETH, Bournemouth. May 21. A. F. Eaton, Bournemou 

MATHEW, EMILY ANN, Finsbury Park. May 30. Pearce & Sons, _ Smitheld, E.C.1. 

Mrers, Jane, Scarcroft, Leeds. May 14. Scott & Turnbull, 

NEVILL, SYDNEY SAMUEL, Walworth. May 28. Percy Short « “Cuthbert, Norfolk -st., 

fe 


memkonn, WILFRED, Hampstead. May 15. Reed & Reed, Basinghall-st., E.C.2. 

ROBERTSON, ALEXANDER, Salop, Draper. May 20. Dean & Es ey, ellington, Salop. 

ROOSE, THOMAS, likley, Yorks, Wool Broker. May 25. Radcliffes & Higginson, kburn. 

SEHLBACH, Hvao, Forest Hill. May 23. Goldberg & Barrett, Finsbury Circus, E.C. 

SEMPERS, GEORGE oo. Tottenham, N.17, Licensed Victualler. May 30. ey "Bon, 
Blackfriars-rd., 8.E. 

Smiru, ELLIS io, Cheshire. May 28. Lawson, Coppock & Hart, Manchester. 

Smiru, FRANCIS PeTers, Bedminster, Bristol, Egg Dealer. May 14. Romney & Fraser, 
Great Malvern. 

Sir, MARIANNE BARLOW, Alderley Edge, Chester. May 31. Sorby & Co., Sheffield. 

SOWERBUTTS, MARGARET WILKINSON, Haywards Heath. May 25. cliffes & Higginson, 
Blackburn. 

TALBOT, LIEUT.-COLONEL SIR ADELBERT CECIL, K.C.I. E., Effingham, Surrey. May 31. 
Andrew, Wood, Purves & Sutton, Great James-st., W.C.1. 

THOMAS, ELISABETH, Llandudno. April 30. Henderson & Hallmark, Llandudno. 

WILLIS, FLORENCE ELEANOR, Okehampton. May 19. Burd, Pearse, Prickman & Brown 
Okehampton, Devon. 

WILSON, ELIZABETH ANE, Chorlton-cum-Hardy. » by F. Leonard, Huddersfield. 
Witsoy, WitliaM Henry, Choriton-cum-Hardy. y 20. F. Leonard, Huddersfield. 
London Gazette-—Fripay, April 22. 

ADAMS, EpGAR, Stoke-on-Trent, Mining Engineer. May 20. Blagg, Son & Masefield, 
Cheadle, Staffs. 

ALCOCK, JANE, Lydd, Kent. May 21. Hallett, Creery & Co., Ashford, Kent. 

ATKINSON, FANNY ELIZABETH, Kingston-upon- -Hull. May 2. Walker& Colbeck, Hull. 

ATKINSON, WILLIAM CALAM, Kingston-upon-Hull, Shipowners’ Clerk. May 2. Walker & 
Colbeck, Hull. 

Boye, JANE, Essex. May 2. B. & F. Tothurst, Gravesend. 

BRADBU RY, JAMES FREDERICK, Rawmarsh. May 28. Herbert E. Sandford, Sheffield. 

BURCHELL, JouN, Finchley. May , 23. Bower, Cotton & Bower, Chancery-la., E.C.4. 

CHAMPION, ALFRED JouN, ecssiey. May 31. J. Westcott & Sons, Strand, W.C.2. 

CiirrorD, Ricut Hon. MABEL ANNE Baroness, Chudleigh, Devon. May 31. Bircham & 
Co., Parliament-st. 

CREVOISTER, ADRIENNE MARIE Louise DE, BARONESS DE VoMECOURT, Hove. May 23. 
Wingfield & Son, Cheapside, E.C 

Davigs, Hveu, Old Colwyn, Corn Merchant. May 23. Porter, Amphlett & Co., Colwyn 
Ba. 


Dawns, WiLuiaM CHARLES, Hernhill, nr. Faversham. June 1. Tassel] & Son, Faversham. 
DONNISON, JOHN Besens, Islington, Merchant. May 23. Pritchard, Englefield id & Co., 
Little Trinity-la., E.C.4 





FRANCIS, DANIEL, South Hampstead, N.W.3, May 12. Cole & Jackson, Essex-st., W.C.2, 

















lies 


2. 


»& 
a1. 














May 7, 1921 








cee. RICHARD ABRAHAM, Lingfield, Surrey. May 20. Bertie F. Browne, Bloowsbury, 
OA, 
Grirriris, EDWARD CHARLES, Ginosal!, Staffs. May 11. Cowlishaw & Son, Uttoxeter. 


Groves, JosePH, West Ayton, nr. Scarborough. May 28. 
HALSRY, HANNAH, Halifax. "May 31. Llewellyn & Son, Tunstall, Staffs. 

Hoop, JAMes CHARLES, Brockley. May 21. H. 3S. A. Foy, Walbrook, E.C.4. 
JARVIS, JEMIMA, Ruckinge, Kent. May 25. Mowl! & Mowl!, Dover. 

Jones, WILLIAM, Bangor, Hairdresser. May 25. Wm. Thornton Jones, Bangor. 
KOLB, JoOsePH MATTHIAS, Fitzroy-aq. June | 


LOWNDES, WILLIAM SELBY, Pall Mall. May 31. Small & Barker, Buckingham. 


__THE SOLICITORS’ JOURN. 





Titley & Paver-Crow, Harrogate 


Richard Davies & Son, Chanoery-la., W.C.2 
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Minchin, Garrett & Co., Lincoln's Inn, W.C 2. 
May 21. Torr & Co., Bedford- 


Tindel! Green, ae rland. 
May 26. W. J. Homewood, Old 


Metiowan, JaNté Hupsesx, Hove. June 7 
| NEWMAN, Rev. WILLIAM FRevERICK, Hockworthy, Devon 
row, W.C.1. 
NEWTON, LILLIE ANN, Sunderland 
PEARS, FLORENCK MAUD ADELINE, 
Jewry-chmbra, E.C.2. 
Peet, WALTER, Huddersfield. May 21. Brook, Freeman & Batley, Huddersfield, 
PHILLIPS, FRANK, Plymouth, Shipping Agent. May 22. Shelly & Johns, Plymouth, 
POOLR, JAMES, Newport (Mon.). May 28. J. D. Adey, Newport (Mon.), 
Ruwopes, HANNAH LUCRETIA, Baildon, Yorks. May 18. Ratcliffe & Co., 
June 10. Lindo & Co., Finsbury Cireus, B.C. 


May Is. ©. 
Hassoc ks, Sunn x 


Bradford, 


McGarry, BERNARD, Tuebrook, Liverpool, Commission Agent. May 21, Hugh Quinn, Rupens, WALTER EMIL, Godden Green, Kent 
Liverpool. SMYTHE, Henry Jerrrey, Borough Green, Kent. May 20. Fred J. Argles, Maidstone, 
Magapows, LEONARD, Wallasey, Chester, Tar Distiller. May 31. James (©. Bate, Chester Kent. 


MILTON, FRANCIS, Upper Holloway. June 30. W. H. Newton, High Holborn, W.C.1 
MorraT, WILLIAM, Liverpool. May 23. Alsop, Stevens, Crooks & Co., Liverpool. 
MoaG, LEYson Rees, Tiverton, Devon. May 31. 
W.C.2. 
MORGAN, SAMUEL, Bristol, Doctor. May 14. Jefferies & Son, Bristol. 
~~ SAMUEL, Chapel-en- -le-Frith, Derby. May 31. Bennett & Co., 
t! 


NICHOLS, FRANK, Leamington Spa. May 28. 
PARKINSON, JOANNA, Cheltenham. May 31. 
Pearce, Louise Exim, Exeter, Furrier. May 19. W. Linford Brown & Sons, Exeter. 


Band, Hatton & Co., Coventry. 


PRTHERICK, WALTER KNIGHTON, Taunton, Taxidermist. May 23. T. Broomhead, Taunton. 

PHILIPS, ~~~ GeorRGE WILLIAM, Stafford, Clerk. May 23. Blagg, Son & Masefield, 
Cheadle 

PRICE, ‘Cuan ‘Napier , Rock Ferry. May 20. Frederick W. Jackson, Liverpool. 
Pyaorr, SARAH Lois, Harehills, Leeds. May 31. Lu & Fawoett, Leeds. 


REEVE, HERBERT COLLINGWOOD, Westcliff-on-Sea. 
New-aq., Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 

ROBERTSON, SARAH, Aston, Birmingham. May 31. 

SCHMILINSKY, Gustay = Lausanne, Switzerland. June 4 
Bloomsbury-sq., 

SHIMMANS, GEORGE, , "a Chester, Gardener. April 30. 


Congleton. 
SHOTTER, CHARLES FREDERICK, Portmadoc, Licensed Victualler. May 20. 


George, Portmadoc. 
Stupson, HENRY, Stamford, Lincoln. May 20. Stapleton & Son, Stamford. 
SPARKMAN, FANNY Louisa, Portsea. May 20. Bramsdon & Childs. Portsmouth. 
Herbert Goodchild, Norwich. 


STIMPSON, ROBINA SOPHIA, "Norwich. May 22. 


TOMLINSON, SARAH MARIA, Leamington Spa. May 25. Browetts, Coventry. 
TROTTER, Stk HENRY, Eaton-pl.,8.W. May 31. Williams & James, Norfolk-st., W.C.2. 


bad Emma Rippon, Bexhill-on-Sea. May 31. 
E.C.2, 
J.H.C. 
Mr. Justice Sargant, Royal Courts. 


April 26. 


Lincoln’s-inn. 

London Gazette.—TURSDAY, 

Birks, Georotva AGNes, Kingsbridge, Devon. May 5. 
, Wc ty 


6, Stone-bidg=., 


PusHop, Miss EMILY CHARLOTTE, -— Dorset. June l. Marsden, Burnett, Faithful 
& Davy. , Henrietta-st., Cavendish-sq., W. 

BovULt, AMES, Stafford, ‘Clothier. May oe 

BowMaN, JANE, St. Leonards-on-Sea. May 31. Robert Davies & Co., Warrington 

BRODERICK, CHRISTOPHER METCALFE, Oldham. May 21. Sami. Holroyd, Oldham. 

Carter, THOMAS JOHN, Sidcup. April 30. Lovel, Smeathman & Son, emel Hempated. 

COVERDALE, JOHN ASCovGH, Norton, Yorks. June 1. Pearsons & Jones, Malton, Yorks. 

DANGERFIELD, Mrs. Lucy EwimapzTu, Eastbourne. May 21. 
Charing Cross, W.C.2. 

DICKSON, ALFRED CHARLES, York. June 9. Arthur Wood & Wright, York. 

DIXON, FRANKLIN, Monmouth. May 31. Frank Lewis & Sons, Newport, Mon. 

Drxon, WILLIAM, Idle, Yorks. May 27. Watson, Son & Smith, Bradford. 

Fieais, SAMUEL, Fenchurch-st., E.C., Produce Broker. June 10, Stow, Preaton & Lyttelton 
Lincoln's Inn-fields, W.C.2. 

FROBS, ADELE, Cotham, Bristol. 


" R. Heaton &Son, Stoke-on-Trent. 


May 28. Whitgreave, Mack & Co., Charing Cross, W.C'.2 

GREAVES, ADENA LYDIA MARY, Stoke, nr. Bath. June 4. Meade-King & Co., Bristol 

HARRISON, REGINALD FREDERICK JouN, Preston, Bank Clerk. June 3. Harold (. Eaves 
Birmingham. 

persa, EDWARD Bowyer, Harrogate. June 13. Haddock & Pruen, Che!tenham. 
HUTOHINSON, THOMAS, Stockton-on-Tees, May 30, R. Bell & Son, West Hartlepool 

——_ THOMAS SANDS, Lancaster, Meneging Director. June 7. 


verpool. 
mn JAMES, Hildenborough, Kent, Farrier. May 31 
WC. 


KIRTLAN, THOMAS EDWARD VARLEY, Eastbourne, Solicitor. May 21. G. Stuart Seaton, 
‘albrook. 


Mannan, CHARLES, N.7. May 16. Vosking & Berkeley, Bedford-row, W.C.1. 


Simms, RUPERT, 
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Eland, Nettleship & Butt, Charing Crozs, 
Chapel-en-le - 


Tieehurst, Mcliquham & Wyatt, Cheltenham. 


y 24. Lawrence, Graham & Co., 


Docker, Hosgood & Co., Birmingham 
Parker & Hollebone 


T. Albiston, Daniel & Son, 
Lloyd-George & 


Barfield & Barfield, Finsbury-circus, 


ELpEeR & OTHERS against H. M. ELDER.—Elizabeth Elder, 18, Canynge-sq., Clifton, 
Gloucester.—On or before May 27, to send by post prepaid to Messrs. Hutchison & Ouff, 


H. B. Nishet & Co., Mecklenburgh- 


Dangerfield, Blythe & Co., 


Labron Johnson & Son, 
Sugden & Hextall, Cheapside, | 


Newcastle-under- M yme, 


PANDY, FRANK Havoeuton, Walsall, Tobacconist. June 21. Enoch, Evans & Son, Walsall. 
THROWER, CLAKA, Wroxham. May 26. Herbert Goodchild, Norwich. 

Warp, ARTHUR WILLOUGHBY, Kingston-upon-Hull. June l. Sanderson & Co., Hull. 
Woop, ARTHUR, Yorks, Solicitor. June 9. Arthur Wood & Wright, York. 


THE HOSPITAL FOR SICK CHILDREN, 


GREAT ORMOND STREET, LONDON W.C.1. 





ENGLAND’S GREATEST ASSET IS 
HER CHILDREN. 


HE need for greater effort to counterbalance the 

drain of War upon the manhood of the Nation, 
by saving infant life for the future welfare of the 
British Empire, compels the Committee of The Hospital 
for Sick Children, Great Ormond Street, London, W.C.1 
to plead most earnestly for increased support for the 
'f{ National work this Hospital is performing in the 
|f preservation of child life. 


The children of the Nation can truthfully be said to 
be the greatest asset the Kingdom possesses, yet the 
mortality among babies is still appalling. 

OR 68 years this Hospital has been the means of 

saving or restoring the lives and health of hundreds 
of thousands of Children, and of instructing Mothers in 
the knowledge of looking after their children. 


£17,000 has to be raised every year 
to keep the Hospital out of debt. 


’ 


Forms of Gift by Will to this Hospital can be 
obtained on application to— 
JAMES McKAY, Acting Secretary. 














Dealer. April 22 


Book | Gooparr, Frank, Worksop, Draper. Sheffield. 
at 12. 


yrd. a—_ Off. Rec., Figtree-lane, Sheffield. 
Kensington, Engineer. High | Gr y, James WILLIAM, Southampton, Greengrocer. South- 
Midland Bank 


Pet, April 12. Ord. April 12. 
JANE, ee Grocer. Bradford. Pet. 
own ki —* nee , Sussex, Hard 
‘ » ware 
Merchant. Pet. A * Ord. April 18. 
General Com- 


AUNTON, JOHN BERNARD, 
London Gazette—F RipaY, April 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ANDREW, Grorag, Narberth, Licensed Victualler. Haver 
fordwest. Pet. April 11. Ord. April 11. 
ASHWORTH, Captain Pair, Salop. High Court. Pet. 
Mar. 18. O April 12. 
= -* Goan, Yorks, Tram Driver. York. Pet. April 12, 
A 
it 4. ALBERY, 4 Fruit Merchant. Brighton. 
Pet. Mar. 31. Ord. April 12 
BRowN, FRANK GREENWOOD, Guildford, hy 
Engineer. Guildford. Pet. April 13. Ord. April 13. 
Coox, Frank, Choriton-cum- Hardy, 
Manchester. Pet. April 11. 
Fomer, CHARLES, Sheffie 
Sheffield. Pet. ‘April 9. Ord. April 9. 
Harrison, Tuomas, Barrow-in-Furness, Cabinet Maker. 
-in-Furness. Pet. April 12. Ord. April 12. 


GREENAWAY, HERBERT Epwarp, Bedford, Motor Driver, 
— Storekeeper. Bedford. Pet. April 12. Ord. 
Apr > 

— Tsaao, Burdett-rd., mg Job Buyer. High Court. 


riii3. Ord. April 13 
sons, ‘ia Mary, Lower Pontnewydd, Mon, Grocer. 
Pet. A ‘11 12. Ord. April 12. 
ape 1 Merchant. Man- 
1 


Iderley aot Aes r, Managing Director. 
Pet. Aprit 18. 12. Ord. April 12 
ALLAOR > Sateen, ish Hawker. 
. Pet. April 13. ” Ord. April 1 
NormaN, Hgwry, Tewkesbury, Sy * Cheltenham. 


April 11, 





PaRKINSON, a “Furness, 
mission {to Pet, 


Court. Pet. Jan. 1. Ord. Feb. 17. 


THOMPSON, WILLIAM, Pontypridd, eam, Grocer. Ponty- 
pridd. Pet. April 13. Ord. April 13 
TINKLER, ROBERT WILLIAM, Darl ngton, Grocer. Stockton- 


on-Tees, Pet. April 13. Ord. April 13. 
TINSLEY, Enico EDWARD LeonarD, Brigsteer, nr. Kendal 
udent. Preston. Pet. April 12. Ord. April 12. 
WALTERS, + ee Brighton. Brighton. Pet. Mar. 9. 
Ord. April 1 
WATKINS, Games CHARLES, Coventry, Sewing Machine 
Dealer. Coventry. Pet. April ll. Ord. April 11. 
Wompra, WILLIAM, Stockton-on-Tees, Eg 
Stockton-on-Tees. Pet. April 9. Ord. April 9. 
Amended Notice substituted for that published In the 
London Gazette for April 8. 
Harper, Crrit, Eynsham, Oxford, Straw Merchant. Oxford. | 
Pet. Mar. 16. Ord. April 4. 
Amended Notice substituted for that published In the 
Lonton Gazette of April 12 
RESIDE, FRANK ALEXANDER, Rastrick, nr. Huddersfield, 
Machine Tool Worker. Halifax. Pet. April 9. Ord 
April 9. 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ASHWORTH, CaPTaIN Putir, Salop. High © ourt 
at 12. Bankruptey- bidgs., Carey-st., W.C. 
BaRReTT, Perer, Aylesbury, Tent Maker. 
April 25 at 12. 1, St. Aldates, Oxford. 
BeaN, Norman, Kingston-upon-Hull, Grocer. Kingston- 
= April 25 at 11.30. Off. Rec., York City Bank | 


bers, Lowgate, Hull. 
CUTHEROE, JAMES, Lancs., Carrier. Oldham. 
Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester. 
—. Gloucester, Licensed | 
Newport Olen. ). il 22 . 12.30. County | 


, New (Mon. 
Epoar, “- Rear mais, Cumberland, Motor 
Agent. Carlisle. Off, Rec., Fisher-st., 


April 25 at 
GoLpsopaL, Tsaac , Woollen Merchant. Leeds 
April 2 at 11, ba. fee, Reo., 24, Bond-st., Leeds. 


Aylesbury. 


Merchant. | 


April 26 | 


ampton. ane 25 at Il. Off. Rec., 
rs, F 


Chambe igh-st., Southampton. 
Hussey, Pavi WiLt1aM, Penrhiwcelber, Glam., Grocer’s 
|} Assistant. Aberdare. April 22 at 11. Off. Ree, St. 
| Mary-st., Cardiff 
Jackson, Joseru, Waterloo-ple. High Court. April 26 
at i2. Bankruptey-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C 
Jacons, Isaac, Burdett-rd., E.5, Job Dayer. High Court. 


Bankruptcy -bldgs., Carey- st, W.0.2 

KENDALL, Hanoy AsHBURNER, Liverpool, Mercantile 
Clerk. ees Apall 22 at 11.30. Off. Rec., Union 
tg , Dale-street, Liverpool 

MATTHEWS, ARIAN Mary, Liverpool, Tobacco Dealer. 


a April 22 at 12. Off. Rec., Union Marine- 
Victualler. Dorchester. April 23 at 11, 
April 
23atll. Off. Rec, , Bradford 
bidgs., Carey-st., W.C 
Pearce, THOMAS WILMAM, Caerphilly, (ilamorgan, 


April 27 at 12 


| me Dale-st., “Liverpool. 
NEALR, pues Caorrs, Charminster, Dorset, Licensed 
Off. Ree., 
| Clty Chambers, Catherine-st., Salisbury. 
Nortu, Saran JANe, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. 
12, Duke-at 
| PALMER, CLAYTON, St. John’s Wood, Adyertising Repre- 
sentative. High Court. April 22 at 11. Bankruptey- 
PALMER, JoHN, iillongicy, Farmer. Coventry. April 27 
at 3. Off. Rec., The Barracks, Smithford-st., Cove ia 
~e 


Merchant. Pontypridd. April 22 at 
St. Mary-st., Cardif. 

| RESIDE, FRANK ALEXANDER, Rastrick, nr. un 
Machine Tool Worker. Halifax. April 22 at 10.15, 
County Court House, Prescott-st., Halifax. 

ROBERTS, ARTHUR, Wellington, Shoe Repairer. Taunton. 
April 23 at 2.30. Guildhall, The Parade, Taunton 

ROBINSON, HARRY LOvIs BENSON, Stockport, Law Stationer. 
Stockport. April 25 at 2.30. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Man- 
— 


Smmow, ABRAHAM, Birmingham, Clothier. Birmingham. 
A el 0 a 1 30. Ruskin Chambers, 191, Corporation-st., 
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WATKINS, WILLIAM CHARLES, Coventry, Sewing Machine 
Dealer. Coventry. April 25 at 12. Off. The 
Barracks, Smithford-at., Coventry 

Warson, THomas ArTuHcR, Kidderminster, Jeweller 
Kidderminster April 26 at 2. Lion Hotel, Kidder- 
minster 

Wertoamr, Leon, Rusholme, Manchester. Millinery Mannu- 
facturer. Manchester. April25 at3. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., 


Manchester. 
ADJUDICATIONS 


ANDREW, Grornee, Narberth, Licensed Victualler. Haver- 
fordwest. Pet. Apriliil. Ord. April 11. 

Bewt, Georor, Yorks, Tram Driver. York. Pet. April 12 
Ord. April 12 

BLACKHURST, ARTHUR OwkN, Ormskirk. High Court. 
Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. April 12. 

Brown, FRANK GreeNwoop, Guildford. Motor Engineer 
Guildford. Pet. April 13. Ord. April 13. 


CAMPBELL, AGNES EVA, 
Ord. April 12 
Coox, Faank, Choriton-cum-Hardy, 


Milliner High Court Pet. Feb. 5 


Manufacturer's Agent 


Manchester. Pet. April 11. Ord. April 11 
DAVENPORT, HORACE Sous, Pall-mall, 8.W. High Court 
Pet. Jan. 18 Ord. April 12. 
Davirs, THOMAS HeRvert, Aberdare, Glam., Corn Merchant 
Aberdare. Pet. Mar. 24. Ord. April 12 


FIngeoLp, HYMAN, Commercial-st., Woollen Warchouseman. 


High Court. Pet. Feb. 23. Ord. April 12 
FUMBR, CHARLES, Sheffield, Wholesale Postcard Dealer 
Sheffield. Pet. April9. Ord. April 9. 


GoRMAN, JAMBS ALOYSIUS, Liverpool, and GORMAN, JosEPH 


ALOYSIUS, Seacombe, Cotton faste Dealers. Liverpool. 
Pet. Feb. 21. Ord. April 13 

GRRENAWAY, Hernpert Kpwarp, Bedford, Motor Driver. 
Bedford. Pet. April i2. Ord. April 12 

HARRISON, THOMAS, HBarrow-in-Furness, Cabinet Maker 
Barrow-in-Furness. Pet. April 12. Ord. April 12 

Jacoes, Isaac, Burdett-rd., E.53, Job Buyer. High Court 
Pet. April 13. Ord. April 13. 

Jones, ANNIE Mary, Lower Pontnewydd, Mon., Grocer. 
Newport (Mon.). Pet. Aprill2. Ord. April 12 

KYLE, WILLIAM, Hammersmith-rd. High Court. Pet 
Mar. 10. Ord. April 11. 

Livesay, G. E., South Kensington. High Court. Pet 
Feb. 9. Ord. April 13 

LOVEDAY, WILLIAM Biospy, Pentney, Norfolk, Grocer 
King’s Lynn. Pet. April6. Ord. April 1! 

MATTHEWS, MARIAN Maky, Liverpool, Tobacco Dealer 
Birkenhead. Pet. Jan. 25. Ord. April 11. 

Moss, Sater, Cheetham, Woollen Merchant. Manchester 
Pet. Feb. 7. Ord. April 8 

MoCuLiocn, WiitamM Lerrcn, Rottingdean, Sussex 
Brighton. Pet. Mar.4. Ord. April 12. 

Norta, Saran Jane, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet 
Aprilll. Ord. April 11. 

NorMAN, Henry, Tewkesbury, Draper. Cheltenham. Pet. 
Aprili2. Ord Ages 18 

Orren, KATHLEEN Wivirred, Brighton, Sussex, Hardware 
Merchant. Brighton. Pet. April 13. Ord. April 1% 

PARKINSON, SAMUEL, Barrow-in-lurness, General Comroiasion 
=. Barrow-in-Furness. Pet. April 11. Ord, April 

pammouen Tuomas, Bayswater, W.1. High Court 
Pet. Jan. 18. Ord. April 13. 
Rose, Harry Leoroitp, Manchester-square, Motor Car 
Dealer. High Court. Pet. July 25. Ord. April 13. 
Simms, RUPERT, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Boot Dealer 
Hanley. Pet. Mar. 23. Ord. April 12 

Smart, THOMAS WILLIAM Hewitt, Twickenham, Hardware 
Dealer. Brentford. Pet. April 6. Ord. April 11 

TINKLER, Rowert WILLIAM, Darlington, Grocer. Stockton- 
on-Tees. Pet. Aprii 13. Ord. April 13. 

Tivsiey, Eric Enwarp Leonarp, Brigsteer, nr. Kendal, 
Student. Preston. Pet. Aprili2. Ord. April 12 

THomMPsoN, WILLIAM, Pontypridd, Glam, Grocer. Ponty- 
pridd. Pet. April 13. Ord. April 13. | 

WATKINS, WILLIAM CHARLES, Coventry, Sewing Machine 
Dealer. Coventry. Pet. Aprilll. Ord. April 11 

Wricnt, Estuer, Lower Clapton. HighCourt. Pet. Mar. 4 
Ord. April 12. 

Amended Notice substituted for Sat puaeied in the 


London Gazette of Mar. 
RosenpauM, Barnett, Aldersgate-st., E C 
High Court. Pet. Dec. 23. Ord Feb. 24 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 12. 
Restps, FRANK ALEXANDER, Rastrick, nr. 


Skin Merchant 


Huddersfield, 


Machine Tool Worker. Halifax. Pet. April 9. Ord 
April 9. 
London Gazette.—TuEsDaY, April 19 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ACKLAND, AUSTIN CHARLES, St. James’-st., 5.W. High 


Court. Pet. Dec. 9. Ord. April 15. 
AInsizy, Ropert, Burradon, Farmer. 
Tyne. Pet. Mar. 18. Ord. April 13. 
BLACK, FREDERICK, Leicester, Yarn Agent. 

Pet. April 14. Ord. April 14 
BasTMaN, Morris, Canonbury, Leather Bag Manufacturer 
High Court. Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 

Cavser, Grorer, Heckmondwike, Constructional Engineer 
Dewsbury. Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 
FLowers, CaTuerine, Leicester, General Dealer 

Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 
Frost, FRANK ALBERT, Stretford, 
Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 
GARDARIANO, ALBERTE, Brompton-rd. 
Mar.15. Ord. April 13. 
GaRToN, CRISFORD, Deal. Theatrical Manager. 
Pet. April 16. Ord. April 16. 
Grit, WILLIAM NEWALL, Oldham, Cotton Waste Merchant. 


Newcastle-upon- 


Leicester 


Leicester 
Auctioneer. Salford. 
High Court. Pet. 


Canterbury. 


Oldham. Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 

Harwoop, Lisvr. G. E., Blackpool. High Court. Pet. 
Jan. 21. Ord. April 13. 

Hayes, Ratrn, Halifax, Hardware Dealer. Halifax. Pet. 


April i4. Ord. April 14 


LAWLEY, GEORGE, Wolverhampton. Wolverhampton. Pet. 
Mar. 10. Ord. April 16. 


PHILLIPS, Basti, Piccadilly, Art Dealer. High Court. Pet. 


Jan. 26. Ord. April 14. 

PHILLIPS, GODFREY VAN ZWANENBERG, ——. a 
Merchant Shipper. High Court. Pet. Feb. 1. Ord. 
Mar. 17. 

Roptnsoy, Witsox, Dewsbury, Innkeeper. Dewsbury. 
Pet. April 12. Ord. April 12. 

Rontsox, Witsox, Dewsbury, Ropmsox, Tom, Oasett, 
and Wronrmay, James, Dewsbury, Dyers. Dewsbury. 
Pet. April 12. Ord. April 12 

ROWLAND ,THOMAS, Winchcombe, Glos, Farmer. Chelten- 
ham. Pet. Aprili4. Ord. April l4. 

SCHIAFFINO, Swansea, Glam, Ship Store Merchant. Swansea. 


Pet. Mar. 31. Ord. April 15 
Scrivener, JOHN CHARLES, Cannon-st., E.C., Land Agent 


High Court. Pet. Jan.7. Ord. April 14. 

THORLEY, FRANK, Erdington, Coal Dealer, Birmingham. 
Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 

Trorr, D. J., Liverpool, Draper. Liverpool. Pet. Mar. 8 
Ord. April 15 

VINE, SARAH JANE, East Cowes, I. of W., Baker. Newport 


Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 

WELDON, ALFRED, Cambridge-circus, Managing Director. 
High Court. Pet. Feb. 24. Ord. April 14. 

WHITAKER, Ennest RICHARD, Rochdale, Straw Merchant. 


Rochdale. Pet. April 15. Ord. Apri) 15 

Woop, Epwarp A. High Court. Pet. Sept. 20. Ord. 
April 14. 

WORLEY, JOSEPH Sen, Lewisham. High Court. Pet. 


Dec. 7. Ord. April 14. 
Amended Notice substituted for that — in the 
London Gazette of March 29, 1921. 
CHARLES, Lelcester, 
Ord. Mar. 24. 


CHAMBERLAIN, Lelcester 


Pet. Mar. 11 


( ates tor. 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANDREW, James Stvaart, Greenhill, nr. Sheffield, Farmer 
Sheffield. April26ati2. Off. Rec., Figtree-la., Sheffield. 
ANDREW, Groroe, Narberth, Licensed Victualler. Haver- 
fordwest. April 27 at 11. Off. Rec., Queen-st., Car- 


marthen. 
Barnes, Guy V. W., Mansfleld, Notts. Nottingham. 
Off. Rec., 4, Castle- Nottingham. 


April 26 at 12. Ql. 
fork. April 28 at 3. 


BELL, Groner, Yorks, Tram Driver. 
Fruit Merchant. Brighton. 


Off. Rec., Duncombe-pl., York. 
BELLINGHAM, ALBERY, Hove, 
12a, Mar! borough-pl., Brighton. 


April 28 at 3. Off. Rec., 


BROWN, FRaNK GREENWOOD, Guildford, Surrey, Moto 
Engineer. Guildford. April 26 at 11.30. York-rd., 
Westminster Bridge-rd., $.E.1. 

CALVERT, THOMAS, Blackpool, Grocer. _- April 26 
at 10.30. Off. Rec., 13, Winckley-st., Presto 

CavsEer, Groror, Hec kmondwike, and Cavenn, ARTHUR, 


Constructional Engineers. Dewsbury. 
County Court-house, Dewsbury. 
COWLEY, ALFRED Grorer, Woodmancote, Sussex, Farmer. 


April 26 at 11.30. 


Brighton. April29at3. Off. Rec., 12a, Marlborough-pl., 
Brighton 
FLOWERS, CATHERINE, Leicester, Genera. Dealer. Leicester, 
Apri] 28 at 3.30. Off. Rec., Berridge-st., Leicester. 
FUMER, CHARLES, Sheffield, Wholesale oe Dealer. 
Sheffield. April 26 at 12.30 o8. Rec., Figtree-la., 
Sheffield 


GARDARIANO, ALBERTE, Brompton-rd ‘High Court. April 28 
atll. Bankruptecy-bidgs., Carey-st., C.2. 

GAaRTON, CRISFORD, and WALKER, LAMPLOUGH, Deal, Thea- 
trical Managers. Canterbury. April 27 at 11. Off. Rec., 


68a, Castle-st., Canterbury. 
HARPER, Georoe Percival Cyrit, Eynsham, Oxford, Hay 


Merchant. Oxford. April 26 at 12. 1, St. Aldates, 
Oxford. 

Hakwoop, Lrevt. G. E., Blackpool. High Court. April 27 
at 12.30. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

Hayes, Ratru, Halifax, Hardware ety Halifax. 
April 27 at 10.15. County Court-house, Prescott-st., 
Halifax. 

Hount, Henry Jouy, Hastings, Boot Repairer. Hastings. 
April 26 at 2.30. Off. Rec., 12a, Marlborough-pl., Brighton. 

Jones, ELIZaApeTH ANN, Skewen, Glam, Grocer. Neath. 


April 27 at 11. Off. Rec., 


st., Swaneea 


Government-bidgs., St. Mary’s- 


Jones, ANNIE Mary, Lower Pontnewydd, Mon, Grocer. 
Newport (Mon). April 28 at 11.45. County Court 
Office, Dock-st., Newport (Mon). 

KENDALL, ROBERT ILLIAM, Lancaster, Shoe Maker. 
Preston. April 26 at 11. Off. Rec., 13, Winckley-st., 
Preston. 

Lawton, J., Stoke Newington. High Court. April 28 
12.30 Bankruptey- -bldgs., Carey-st., W.¢ 

Lees, Hersert, Oldham, Hatter's ire Oldham. 
April 27 at3. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester. 

MELLISH, FREDERICK, Whitechapel. ‘High Court. April 28 
at 2.30. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C 


MILLER, JOmN PrrTs, Liverpool, General Merchant. Liver- 

pool. April 27 at 11.30. Off. Rec., Union Marine-bidgs., 

11, Dale-st., Liverpool. 

MITCHELL, WILLIAM WALLACE, Eastbourne, Sussex, Fish 

Hawker. Eastbourne. April 29 at 2.30. Off. Rec., 

12a, Marlborough-p!., Brighton. 

MONTANJEES, ALFRED, Poplar, Motor Car Proprietor. H 
Bankruptcy-bldgs., Carey 


ty April 28 at 12. 
C2, 
MoreaN, THomMAs DAVID, Swansea, Brick Manufacturer. 





ewington, High Court, Pet. Feb, 23. 


Lawron, J., Stoke 
Ord, April 13, 


Swansea. April 28 at 11. Off. Rec, Goverament-bidgs, 
St. Mary’s-st., Swansea, 


MaTTHEWs, WiiuaM Francis, Chepstow, Hairdresser. 
Newport. Pet. April15. Ord. April 15. 

MELLISH, FREDERICK, Whitechapel. High Court. Pet. 
Mar. 18. Ord. April 13. 

Merry, Tuomas, Crewe, Engine Driver. Nantwich. Pet. 
Mar. 30. Ord. April 15. 

MONTANJERS, ALFRED, Poplar, Motor Car Proprietor. High 
Court. Pet. April 14, Ord. April 14. 

Mowsray, Geornce St. Lawrence, Haymarket, Director 
of Companies. High Court. Pet. Nov.18. Ord. Mar. 19. 

ORMESHER, GEORGE ARNOLD, Chorley, Motor Engineer. 
Preston. Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 

PacCwEeis, ALPHONSE, St. Mary Axe, Commission Agent. 
High Court. Pet. Feb. 23. Ord. April 14. 





Mostzy, TEppy, 


Durham Stockton-on-Tees. 


, Saddler. 
April 28 at2.15. Off. Rec., 80, High-st., Stockton-on-Tees. 


Mowsray, 
minster. 


at 2.30. ——~ _ 
KATHLEE} 

ware Merchant. 

12a, Marlborough-pl., 


Orrey, 


Grorce St. LAWRENCE, Haymarket, West- 
Director of Companies. High Court. Apri] 27 
bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

INIFRED, Brighton, Sussex, Hard- 
Brighton. April 23 at 2.30. Off. Ree., 
Brighton. 


PARRINGTON, HENRY MASON, Sunderland, Mining Engineer. 
Sunderland. April 29 at 2.30. Off. Rec., Manor-pl., 
Sunderland. 

PAUWELS, ALPHONSE, St. Mary Axe, 


Commission t 
Donkrapeey-titen 


High Court. April 27 at 12.30. 
Carey-st., W.( 

PERKINS, CYRIL, _ Glam, Fishmonger. Cardiff, 
April 27 at ll. Off. Rec., 117, St. Mary-st., Cardiff. 


PHILLIPS, BASIL, 
April 28 at 11. 


PHILLIPS, ( 


Merchant Shipper. 
ruptcy-bldgs., 


Piccadilly, Art Dealer. High Court. 
Bankruptcy- -bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 
JODFREY VAN ZWANENBERG, Basinghall-st., 
High Court. April29at2.30. Bank- 
Carey-st., W.C.2. 


PIKeTT, CHARLES ERNEST, Finchley, Assistant Tea Buyer, 


Barnet. 
ROBINSON, 


April 26 at 10.45. 


April 26 at 3. 


14, Bedford- “row, wc. 
Dewsbury, I Dewsb 
County Court-house, “Dewsbury. 


WILSon, 





a. 


Rosinson, WILSON, Dewsbury, Rosinson, Tom, Ossett, and 
WIGHTMAN, James, Dewsbury, Dyers. Dewsbury. April 26 


at 11. 
Court. 
W.C.2. 


SMERDON, 
ALFRED 


Ruskin-chmbrs., 


TaunToN, J 
Court. 
wc. 

Teens, F 
April 29 


April 


County Court-house, Dewsbury. 
SORIVENER, JOHN CHARLES, Cannon-st., Land Agent. 
April 29 at 12.30. 


High 
Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st. 


WitttaM Henry, Birmingham, and Kriesy, 


Henry, Birmingham. April 29 at 11.30. 
191, Corporation-st., Birmingham. 
BERNARD, Kensington, Engineer. High 
27 at 11. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., 


Birmi e 
Corporation-st. 


OHN 


RANK, Erdington, Coal Dealer. 
at 12. Ruskin-chmbrs., 191, 


Birmingham. 


THURMAN, WILLIAM Bonser, Ingoldsby, Farmer. 
April 


ham. 
Nottingha 


Notting- 
29 at 11.30. Off. Ree. 4, Castle-pl., 


TINKLER, ROBERT WILLIAM, Darlington, Grocer, Stockton-on- 


Tees. April 28 at 2.45. Off. Rec., 80, High-st., Stockton- 
on-Tees. 

Wabrers, Water, Brighton. Brighton. April 26 at 3. 
Off. Rec., 12a, yon pl., Brighton. 

WELDON, ALFRED, Cambridge-circus, Managing Director. 
High Cou ‘ourt. April 28 at 12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey- 
Bt 

Wompra, “WILLIAM, Stockton-on-Tees, Egg Merchant. 


Stockton-on-Tees 


April 28 at 2.15. Off. Rec., 80, High- 


st., Stockton-on-Tees. 

Woop, Epwarp A. High Court. April 29 at 12. Bank- 
ruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

WORLEY, Jose PH WILLIAM, Lewisham. High Court. 
April 29 at 11. Bankruptcy -bldgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 


BELLINGHAM, 


Pet. Mar. 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALBERY, Hove, Fruit Merchant. 
Ord. April 1 


Brighton. 
31. 


BRETT, ALFRED OLIVER, | Motor Engineer: 


Scarborough. 


Pet. Feb. 2. Ord. April 15. 


FLOWERS, CATHERINE, Leicester, General Dealer. Leicester. 
Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 
GILL, WILLIAM NEWALL, Oldham, Lancs, Cotton Waste 


Merchant. 


Oldham. Pet. April15. Ord, April 15. 


Grrarpot, EpMoND Davip, Mayfair, W., Engineer. 


Court. Pet. Feb. 11. Ord. April 16. 

Guise, Harry, Manchester, Rainproof Manufacturer. Man- 
chester. Pet. Feb. 11. Ord. April 15. 

Haves, RALPH, Halifax, Hardware Dealer. Halifax. Pet. 


Aprill4. Ord. Aprill4. 

HOLLAND, Joux, Hammersmith Bridge-rd. High Cou? 
Pet. Nov. 10. Ord. April 1 

Levy, ALBERT RAPHAEL, Didsbury, Shipper. Manchester. 
Pet. Jan. 20. Ord. Aprill4 

MATTHEWS, WILLIAM FRANCIS, Chepstow, Hairdresser. 
Newport (Mon). Pet. April 15. Ord. 4 ril 15. 

MONTANJEES, ALFRED, Poplar, Motor Car Pepeanee. High 
Court. Pet. Aprill4. Ord. April 14, 

ORMESHER, GEORGE ARNOLD, Chorley, Motor Engineer, 
Preston. Pet. April15. Ord. April 15. 

Roprnsoy, Wuitsox, Dewsbury, Innkeeper. Dewsbury. 
Pet. April 12. Ord. April 12. 


Rosinson, WILSON, Dewsbury, Roprnson, Tom, Ossett, and 


WIGHTMAN, 
April 12. 
ROWLAND, 


ham. Pet. 


JAMES, Dewsbury, Dyers. 
Ord. April 12 


Dewsbury. Pet. 


THOMAS, Winchcombe, Glos, Farmer. Chelten- 


April 14. Ord. April 14. 


SCHIAFFINO, TiTO, Swansea, Ship Store Merchant. Swansea, 


Pet. Mar. 31. Ord. April 15. 
Scott, Freperick Henry, Marchwood, Hants, Farmer, 
Southampton. Pet. Feb. 28. Ord. April 15. F 


SEAL, ALFRED FRANCIS, Preston. Preston. Pet. Dec. 31. 
Ord. April 14. 

SHURE, JULIUS, Stoke"Newington. Edmonton. Pet.Dec.13, 
Ord. April 13. 

Smon, ABRAHAM, Birmingham, Clothier. Birmingham, 
Pet. Mar. 21. Ord. April 11. 

THORLEY, FRANK, Erdington, Coal Dealer. Birmingham. 
Pet. April 15. Ord. April 15. 

Tracey, Guy RicHarp, Wetherby-mansions. High Court. 
Pet. Dec. 16. Ord. April 14. 


VIN®, SARAH 


Pet. April 15. 
WALTERS, WALTER, 


Ord. A 
WERRY 
April 16 


ril 


Jane, East Cowes, I. of W., Baker. 
Ord. April 15. 
Brighton. 


Newport. 


Brighton. Pet. Mar. 9. 


15. 


M., Paignton. Plymouth. Pet. Nov. 24. Ord 


WHITAKER, ERNEST RICHARD, Rochdale, Straw Merchant. 
Rochda! 


e. 


Pet. April 15. Ord. 


pri 15. 
Amended Notice substituted for ‘that ene in the 
London Gazette of March 29. 


CHAMBERLAIN, CHARLES, 


Pet. Mar. 1 


a Aijud. Oct. 18, 1018." 





Leicester. 


diel ape a 


Leicester, bomtention. 
1. Ord. Mar. 


24. 
ADJUDICATION Upper Bama 
WILLIAM, 









